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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 23, 1955 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THI 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washinaton, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a. m., in room 
224, Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

_ Present : Senators Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico, and Joseph 

. O'Mahoney, Wyoming. 

Present also: Stewart French, General Counsel: Goodrich W. 
Lineweaver and Elmer K. Nelson, staff members for Reclamation; 
Richard L. Callaghan, chief clerk; N. D. McSherry, assistant chief 
clerk. 

Senator Anperson. The hearing will be in order. 

We are here to review the recommendations for the construction of 
Yellowtail Dam in Montana-Wyoming and the Hardin irrigation units 
in Montana of the Missouri River Basin project. 

We all know the pressures on people’ stime. Senator Mansfield has 
another place where he must be and therefore we will hear him briefly 
at this time, and then [ will keep my promise of getting to the Interior 
and Bureau of the Budget. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE MANSFIELD, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Senator Mansrreip. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee. 

Before I make my statement I would like to clear up a misunder- 
standing. Yesterday I had a meeting with Mr. John Miller and three 
members of the Crow Indian Tribe in my office and when I left 1 
mentioned to one of my Indian friends that I was going to testify in 
behalf of Yellowtail tomorrow. He seemed to get the impression I 
was going to testify in behalf of Robert Yellowtail. T want the rec- 
ord to show that I am here testifying in behalf of the Yellowtail Dam. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not my intention today to take up a great deal 
of time discussing the necessity and feasibility of the construction of 
the authorized Yellowtail Dam and Hardin irrigation units of the 
Missouri River Basin projects. I wish only to make a few observa- 
tions. I have long felt that these two projects were vital to the devel- 
opment of the Missouri River Basin in Montana and Wyoming. 

As we all know, the proposed Yellowtail unit is a multi-purpose 
roject, compr ised of a dam, reservoir, and powerplant on the Bighorn 
iver. The dam site is located at the mouth of the Bighorn Canyon 
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in south-central Montana, 40 miles south of Hardin, Mont. The res- 
ervoir lies astride the Wyoming-Montana State line. Primary pur- 
poses of this unit are irrigation, power production, and flood control. 
Other incidental benefits of the project are silt retention, improvement 
of fish and wildlife resources, a recreation. 

A completed Hardin irrigation unit would comprise about 45,800 
acres of benchlands just downstream from Yellowtail Dam in Big 
Horn County. The main features of this project would be a pumping 
plant at Hardin, two canals, the War Man relift pumping plant, and 
another canal. 

These units are key structures in a some rehensive plan of develop- 


ment of the Missour! River Basin. Tl » Ho use Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs recommended on Mas t, 1954, that these two units 
be “immediate ‘ly p rogramed for construction. ‘ In addition, spokes 


men of the Bureau of Reclamation have judged these projects eco- 
nomically and financially feasible. All preliminary work, investiga 
tions, and advanced pl: whine are now complet te. 

The fiscal year 1956 budget, as in past ye al does not provide f funds 
for construction on Yellowtail Dam. The te leet Bureau has at 
tempted to introduce the partnership idea and has challenged indi- 
rectly the recommendations of the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Department of Interior as to the feasibility in some instances. The 
Bureau of the Budget is attempting in this case by their partnership 
plan to hold back construction. In view of all the recommendations 
from the proper authorities and local residents, the initiative now re- 
mains with Congress, in the form of an appropriation, to 
struction underway. 

THlowever, there is one obstacle to the actual construction of this 
multipurpose project whic h must be settled first. I refer to the neces- 
sity of negotiating with Crow Indian Tribes for rights-of-way for 
Yellowtail Dam. I cannot stress that too much because as far as 
Senator Murray and I are concerned personally, the Indians must be 
given a just and equitable settlement for this vital resource, and I hope 
this committee will make sure before any construction is under way 
that that particular application is undertaken. 

Senator Anperson. May I stop you there, Senator. You are not 
trying to suggest that we wait action on the bill until a settlement 
has been reached, but that we put language in the bill that will provide 
against construction until a settlement has been reached; is that right ? 

Senator Mansrietp. Mr. Chairman, I would even go that far be- 
cause I want to make absolutely sure that the Crow Indian Tribe re- 
ceives the full value of the project which they are giving up if this 
dam is to be constructed. 

Senator Anprerson. I have been on two or three of these recently 
and the Indians have come out all right eventually, even though we 
were a little slow sometimes. 

Sut I think in connection with the Garrison Dam, the final settle- 
ment problem was a fair one and in connection with another one, 
Senator Case had a bill, I do not remember whether it passed the 
House or not but passed the Senate, which gave a good settlement. 
Construction was not held up in the meantime. 


get col- 
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We are merely trying to find out whether you feel construction 
should be comp letely barred until this had been reached, or do you 
think we could proceed with authorization and the preliminary wor! 
ind have the negotiations going on at the same time ¢ 

Senator MansriELp. Mr. Chairman, the authorization has been in 
effect for 10 years, all the preliminary work is done, and L would like 
to see ag before an ¥ actual construction is started that at least an 
equ ital . decision to both thi » Grovernment and the Crow Indiat S. 
and sd ially the Crow Indians, is arrived at so that they will know 
what they can expect. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am not trying to quarrel with your position, 
I wanted to be sure I understood what it was you had in mind, 

Senator MANSsFieLp. Yes, sir. 

Of the 30.857 acres required for the reservoir, 6.997 acres are tribal 
[Indian lands. There have been numerous conferences with representa 
tives of the Crow Tribe and the Bureau of Indian Affairs in an attempt 
to arrive at a suitable settlement, without success. The Interior De 
partment offered $1,500,000 in settlement, but this figure was rejected 
by the tribe. 

On January 11, 1955, Senator Murray and IT sent a telegram to 
the Crow Tribal Council stating that we 


intend to make concerted effort to obtain appropriations this year for Yell 
tail Dam Vitally interested in seeing that Crow Indian Tribe is adequately 
compensated for land and right-of-way interests Hope amicable agreement 
with Government can be entered into in near future thus paving way for a 
request for Yellowtail construction funds. Trust everything possible will be done 
at next tribal council meeting to work out arrangement satisfactory to tribe 
and Bureau of Reclamation on question of fair and adequate compensation to 
tribe. 


Since that time we have been informed by Henry S. Ruegamer, 
president of the Big Horn County Chamber of Commerce that con- 
siderable progress has been made in these negotiations. Furthermore 
I believe there is a group representing the tribe here in Washing- 
ton negotiating with the Bureau of Reclamation at this time. 

An up-to-date report would be very helpful at this hearing. I wish 
to stress the importance of arriving at an agreement with the Crow 
Indians, suitable to all, before any further steps are taken pursuant 
to actu: ul construction of these two projects 

It has been over 10 years since these 2 projects were authorized by 
Congress under the Flood Control Act of 1944. I sincere ‘ly hope that 
actual construction is not too far distant since agreement on all phases 
seems to be near at hand. 

I trust that the results of this hearing will be a big step in speed 
ing along the construction of these two vital projects, Yellowtail Dam 
in Montana and Wyoming and the Hardin irrigation units in Mon- 
tana. 

[ thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Senator Mansfield. 

Now, from the Department of the Interior, — Secretary Davis. 

Mr. Davis, these are strange days for both of us. We meet more 
here than we spend in our own ‘offices. 
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STATEMENT OF CLARENCE A. DAVIS, UNDER SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Mr. Davis. That is right. I am happy to be seated here. I hope 
we can work together to solve some of these problems. 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Interior Department, I don’t know 
that there is too much for me to say until we get possibly further 
into this situation. 

As I am sure the chairman knows, this project has been worked 
up and examined by the Bureau of Reclamation who have found it 
feasible both physically and financially, and there have been exten- 
sive hearings before the committee last year in which Mr. Clinton 
and other members of the Bureau of Reclamation have elaborately 
discussed all of the details of the plan, and the position of the Depart 
ment is favorable to it. 

I think that is all I need to say at this particular mome nt. 

Senator ANprERsSON. Yes, Mr. secretary. I am Foing Lo leave you 
to decide what you should or should not Say. The difficulty is that 
there seems to be a difference between the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Bureau of Reclamation as to how this should be handled. We 
were hopeful that possibly by exploring the relative points of view 
we might find out if there is a basis for agreement on it so that 
progress could be made. 

In that connection I sent letters to both Departments, which I will 
read for the record. 


Hon. Doueias McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

My Drar Mr. Secretary: Enclosed you will find copies of a committee print 
of a letter to me from Senators Murray and Mansfield with attachments re- 
lating to a hearing on Yellowtail Dam and the Hardin irrigation unit of the 
Missouri River Basin project. The hearing has been set for March 23 and 24 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation in room 224, Senate 
Office Building. 

The attachments relate to information presently available and include a state- 
ment from a Bureau of Reclamation spokesman before the House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee that an analysis presented in April 1954, ‘“demon- 
strates that the Yellowtail unit is economically and financially feasible under 
the interim schedule of rates for power service in the Missouri Basin projects.” 
This finding appears to be challenged by Assistant Budget Director Belcher in 
his letter of January 27 to the Chamber of Commerce of Billings, especially with 
respect to power rates. 

The subcommittee will desire factual testimony on Yellowtail Dam and Har- 
din unit, and points raised by the Bureau of the Budget, from representatives 
of the Department, including the Commissioner of Reclamation, the regional 
director of reclamation at Billings, and any other officials who may throw light 
on the subject. 

By a copy of this letter, Commissioner Dexheimer and Regional Director 
Clinton are being advised of the desire for them to be present with any aides 
they feel will be of assistance. 


The following letter was sent to the Honorable Rowland R. Hughes, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget: 


Enclosed you will find a committee print of a letter to me from Senators 
Murray and Mansfield of Montana, with attachments relating to a hearing on 
the Yellowtail Dam and Hardin irrigation units of the Missouri River Basin 
project. The hearing has been set for March 23 and 24 before the Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation in room 224, Senate Office Building. 

You are invited to be present in person or by representatives to testify in 
connection with Mr. Belcher’s letter of January 27 to the Billings, Mont., 
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Chamber of Commerce. The subcommittee will desire to inquire into poilts 
mentioned in the letter especially in the light of the analysis of the Bureau of 
Reclamation presented at the hearings before the House Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee April 29-30, 1954. As a result of this hearing, the House 
committee recommended that the Yellowtail Dam and Hardin units be immed 
ately pro.,camed for construction. 

In other words, I am trying to go over a lot of testimony that has 
been heretofore given to try to come directly to the points that seem 
to be at issue to see if we can go forward with the project. 

Mr. Davis. If 1 may interject, I don’t mean that 1s the only state- 
ment of the Department by a great deal. I merely mean to say that 
since the matters involved are technical matters involving rates at 
which this power may be sold and the problem of marketing in the 
Rocky Mountain region of the Missouri Basin re L think it 
should be discussed. I would like to have it discussed by Mr. Dex 
heimer, Mr. Bennett, or such naieanieetn of the ‘adhe ie of Re 
lamation as are thoroughly familiar with the factual matters which 
are raised by the statement of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator AnpErRson. May I explain my situation in this matter. 
[ received a joint letter from the two Montana Senators saying that 
the letter of Mr. Belcher had been circulated and that it introduced 
a partnership idea and they thought it seemed to challenge the recom 
mendations of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the 
Interior as to the feasibility in some instances. 

When I got that letter 1 immediately sent out the other letters say 
ing that if it did, I thought we would try to do what we could to 
straighten out that situation. 

We had a most interesting, and I thought helpful discussion of the 
power situation of Kingman, Ariz., and Needles, Calif., the other day. 
I hope it contributed to the solution of their problems out there. 
Certainly the people left with the feeling that the Bureau was inter 
ested in their welfare. I thought if we could move this one along it 
would be useful. 

Mr. Belcher, would you like to go ahead at this time or would you 
like to have the statements of Mr. Dexheimer or Mr. Clinton at this 
time ? 

Mr. Beicuer. It is immaterial as far as I am concerned. 

Senator ANpERSON. Since the statement of Mr. Davis was rather 
short, could we have Mr. Dexheimer ? 

I think at this time in order to help the record a little bit, 1 will read 
into the record just the letter from Senator Murray and Senator Mans 
field which called this matter to my attention : 

In connection with the hearings on Yellowtail Dam and the Hardin irrigation 
unit, Montana, of the Missouri River Basin project which you were good enough 
to set for March 23-24, the following summary of attachments is furnished for 
your information: 

A widely circulated letter from Donald R. Belcher, Assistant Director, Bureau 
of the Budget, to residents of Montana in response to numerous letters and 
telegrams to the President, requesting the initiation of construction of Yellow- 
tail Dam, is the immediate basis for the hearing request. It introduces the 
partnership idea and challenges, by indirection at least, recommendations of the 


Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the Interior as to feasibility in 
some instances. 

The response from the Bureau of the Budget was prompted by a series of let- 
ters and telegrams to the President and Bureau of the Budget from outstanding 
citizens of Montana, principally in the Billings area. Typical of these com- 
munications are one to President Eisenhower from J. Carter Johnson, chairman 
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of the water resources committee, Billings Chamber of Commerce; and another 
to the Director of the Budget from Mr. Johnson 

Commenting on this exchange of correspondence is a communication dated 
February 24 from H. L. Buck, secretary-manager to the board of trustees, Bill- 
ings Chamber of Commerce, headed “Present Barriers to Construction of Yellow- 
tail Dam 

Presented is a copy of a statement submitted at hearings before the Subcom- 
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs by spokesmen for the Bureau of Reclamation, outlining the en- 
gineering, financial and economic feasibility justification for construction of Yel- 
lowtail Dam area and the Hardin unit. 

The statement concludes as follows: 

“The above analysis demonstrates that the Yellowtail unit is economically and 
financially feasible under the approved interim schedule of rates for power service 
in the Missouri Basin project.” 

A resolution adopted May 4, 1954, after hearings on April 29 and 30, by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives recom- 
mends that the Yellowtail Dam and Hardin units be immediately programed 
fer construction. Suggestions from the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion were attached to the resolution 

It is our understanding that the Bureau of Reclamation, and the present Sec- 
retary of the Interior, and his immediate predecessor have repeatedly recom- 
mended initiation of construction of Yellowtail. 

Congress has appropriated more than $2 million for the Yellowtail unit which 
have been expended by the Bureau of Reclamation for investigations and ad- 
vance planning 

Progress is being made, we are advised, in negotiations for an agreement with 
the Crow Indian Tribe for rights-of-way for Yellowtail Dam. An up-to-date re- 
port on these negotiations would be informative. 

It is suggested that you may desire to request the presence at the hearing 
of the Director of the Budget, the Secretary of the Interior, the Commissioner 
of Reclamation, the regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation at Billings, 
Mont s well as any other persons whom you feel may aid in a comprehensive 
review of the Yellowtail Dam and Hardin units of the Missouri River Basin 
project as the basis for an appropriate resolution of the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 


Then I have a letter of March 21 from the Billings Chamber of Com- 
merce, stating as follows: 


As the official representative of the Billings Chamber of Commerce, I wish to 
call to your attention the testimony given at the hearings before the subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, 88d Congress, held on April 29 and 30, 1954. This 
testimony appears on page 67 of the above-named pamphlet. The facts as set 
forth therein are as true today as at that time, hence a repetition of them will not 
be of necessity at this time. 

Public opinion and interest is stronger now than at any previous time as the 
public has begun to realize more and more that by the time this project can be 
completed, the need for the power and irrigation will have become acute. The 
shortage in northern Wyoming has about reached that stage as of today. 

Heretofore we have been presented with opposition from the Indians, but this 
I am sure is now a matter well understood by them and we have the support of 
the Indians on a just and equitable basis of settlement for right-of-way. 

The Bureau of the Budget seemed to question the possibility of self-liquida- 
tion from revenues from power, and probable sale of the power. This question 
should be more than well and satisfactorily answered by the statement of the 
Montana Power Co. and the Pacific Power & Light Co. which will be presented 
at your hearing. This also should be the best possible evidence that the project 
is feasible and practical from a business standpoint, and is also necessary. 

I have just talked to Mr. Harry R. Goodwin, supervisor of Missouri River Basin 
Studies of Fish and Wildlife Authority, who states this is one project that the 

sureau of Reclamation and their department can work without being at cross 

purposes. It will be beneficial to the Nation as a whole so far as their depart- 
ment is concerned, as there will be much more of a benefit to wildlife than here- 
tofore. 


¥ 
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Another and most important fact for 1955 is that the snow reserve in the Big 
horn watershed is only 65 percent of the 10-ten year average, which makes if 
very evident that something ought to be done to preserve the spring runoft and 
store it for beneficial use rather than let it feed waters at flood stage 

We of the chamber of commerce feel that this is one project to which an objec 
tion cannot be intelligently propounded once the true facts and a thorough under 
standing of the physical conditions are understood 

We thank you for your conscientious consideration of the facts and feel that 
with this your decision is obvious. 


Then I have a telegram which came in today, dated March 22, 


received at 9: 54 last night, reading : 


We have received inquiry from your committee staff and the Billings, Mont 
Chamber of Commerce whether or not we have any interest in considering a 
partnership proposal in regard to Yellowtail Dam project 

There has not been time for full investigation. Also, we regret that it is not 
possible to appear at your hearing of March 23 regarding this project and reque 
therefore that this telegram be made available to the committee and included a 
part of it. The Pacific Power & Light Co. and the Montana Power Co. have 
made preliminary study of Yellowtail project from available data and we 
believe there is a sufficient basis for discussion between the Department of the 
Interior and the two companies to determine whether a partnership plan could 
be developed. We shall undertake discussions with the Department of the Inte 
rior with the view to ascertaining more completely what kind of partnership 
plan can be worked out that would be satisfactory to the Government and the 
companies and will be pleased to keep your committee informed 

We have written the Billings Chamber of Commerce under date of March 17 
and assume that letter also will be part of your record. 


That is sent by Paul B. Mckee, president, Pacific Power & Light 


Co. and J. E. Corette, president. Montana Power Co. 
It 


etter to which they refer dated March 17 is as follows: 
Re Yellowtail Dam 


Mr. J. CARTER JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Water Resources Committee, Billings Chamber of Commerce 


In order to make the most useful answer, your letter of March 4 to Mr. W. J 
Jameson was referred by him to the Montana Power Co. and that company 
immediately arranged a discussion with Pacific Power & Light Co. about th 
matter. 

These two companies believe, from their preliminary study of the situation, 
which is all that has been possible with the data available, that there is suffi 
cient basis for a discussion between the Bureau of Reclamation and the two 
companies to determine whether a partnership plan could be developed unde 
which the Bureau would build the dam and the companies would build, own 
and operate the generation and transmission facilities, 

The companies would be interested in such a partnership if it resulted in a 
power cost to them which would be no greater than the cost of producing that 
power by other methods or from other sources, in order to keep the cost to the 
power users in the area as low as possible. 

Such a partnership will accomplish these benefits to the Federal Government 
and to the people of the area: 

First, it will reduce the Government’s capital investment in the project by 
nearly $50 million which is the amount estimated by the Bureau for the powe1 
plant, switchyard and transmission facilities. 

Second, it will place additional property on the tax rolls of Yellowstone and 
Big Horn Counties in Montana and on the tax rolls of Wyoming. 

Third, it will produce for the Federal and State Governments substantial 
annual income-tax payments. 

Fourth, it will assure that Yellowtail power is made available to the largest 
possible number of electric users in Montana and Wyoming 

We are confident this type of proposal would provide the greatest advantages 
to the Government and to the electric consumers and taxpayers 


Mr. Dexheimer ? 
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STATEMENT OF W. A. DEXHEIMER, COMMISSIONER, UNITED 
STATES BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we have 
as the committee knows, pushed for the Yellowtail Dam and the 
Hardin unit irrigation part for some time, hoping to get it under con- 
struction. We have in the past, as the committee recognizes, had 
some difficulty with the right-of-way on the tribal lands. ‘In the past 
year we have made a concentrated and strenuous effort to resolve that 
difficulty. 

We have arranged with the tribal council to take their representa- 
tives by our airplane over the site to get them better acquainted with 
the part the dam might play in the development of their lands and in 
the irrigation of the lands below. 

We have asked them if they would give us instead of the million and 

half figure that we have offered them previously for the right-of- 
way problems, their figure of what they thought they would be en- 
titled to. 

As I understand it, the tribal council has not yet decided whether 
they want to go ahead and push the project, and until they do that 
they have not yet decided what amount they might want in case they 
should decide that they want to go ahead and push for the project. 

We have not had discussions with them recently, but we are ready 
and have had discussions in the field with Mr. Clinton and our people 
in Billings at various times and I think we are making considerable 
progress toward getting that settled. We are ready and willing at 
any time to listen to whatever proposition the tribal council might 
have rf r obtaining a right-of-way without any further difficulty. 

We think the project is entirely feasible : and that the power under 
the ie sent plan can be sold as we propose that it will be done, and 
that the project will be an economically sound, feasible unit. 

Senator Anprrson. Have you stipulated how the power is to be 
sold ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We have not stipulated exactly how the power is to 
be sold except that we have determined the amount of power on cer- 
tain power factors and the charges that would be necessary for that. 

During the last 2 weeks we have had several meetings with the 
Bureau of the Budget technical people on those particular problems 
and I think we have resolved all probably, but one, of those technical 
problems as to sale of power and how it might be integrated into the 
Missouri River Basin project and utilized to the best advantage for 
that integrated sale of the power. We think we have a plan which is 
sound. I think there is still some disagreement with the people in 
the Bureau of the Budget on that one point. Others, I think, have 
been cleared up. 

As to the other matters, particularly this partnership problem, we 
have had no discussions with the private power companies as to the 
possibility of them taking over the construction or operation and dis- 
tribution of the power features. We have, however, discussed with 
these two companies and particularly with the Pacific Power & Light 
Co. represent: itives a possibility of their taking over the Lovell- 
Yellowtail transmission line. They have said that they would be 
willing to either complete the construction themselves and own it or 
make any suitable arrangement for wheeling power over that line, 
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recognizing the need for additional power in Montana and Wyoming, 
partic ularly, and the need to have interconnections between Montana 
and Casper area in Wyoming, to transmit the power and meet the load 
growth which is becoming very rapid and all indications are will 
increase greatly within the next few years. 

Senator ANDERSON. M: vy I call your attention to this portion of Mr. 
Belcher’s letter where he said : 

The President has referred on numerous occasions for the need of creating 
i spirit of cooperation between Federal and non-ederal resource projects. He 
believes where non-Federal groups are willing to take such developments either 
on their own responsibility or in partnership with the Federal Government they 
should be encouraged and supported in doing so. 

Have any groups out there indicated their willingness to undertake 
the development either on their own responsibility or in partnership 
with the Federal Government ¢ 

Have they indicated that they would do it on their own respon- 
sibility ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. None of them have indicated to us either ollicially 
or nonoflicially that they would be willing to undertake the develop- 
ment of power at Yellowtail Dam. 

As I pointed out previously, however, the Pacific Power & Light 
Co. have indicated an interest in the Lovell- Yellowtail transmission 
line which they want to have built as quickly as possible and at greater 

capacity than we anticipated to transmit loads between Wyoming and 

Montana. We have carried on some negotiations with them looking 
toward a joint or partnership arrangement on the Lovell- Yellowtail 
line which we started and stopped some years ago. 

Senator ANDERSON. As to the construction of this project, have they 
indicated their willingness to be a partner to undertake the deve lop- 
ment in partnership with the Federal Government é 

Mr. Dexuemer. ‘They have not indicated anything at all to us in 
that regard in respect to this particular project. 

I have a copy of the letter which you just introduced into the ree 
ord, but for practical purposes that does not give us anything to go 
on. They have had our plans for a good many years. ‘They have had 
an opportunity to study them. I would antic ipate that if they did 
want to go ahead on a partnership development they would probably 
let us know shortly. 

Senator Anprerson. In view of the letter from Assistant Director 
. the Bureau of the Budget would you not feel it well to communi- 

rate directly and specifically with these possible organizations or 
groups and ask them the specific question to which you can have a defi- 
nite answer so we might know whether the Federal Government is 
going to have to proceed with the construction of the dam or whether 
some private group might wish to do it on its own or in partnership 
with the Federal Government ¢ 

If we could have that question cleared up officially for the record 
I think it might help. 

Mr. Dexueimer. We have not felt up to this time, Mr, Chairman, 
that we were in a position to approach them on any partnership basis 
because we have had this project hanging fire for some time. We 
would not have any assurance of when we might go ahead with it un 
der the present arrangements and we think we should not take the 
initiative on that partic cular thing at this time. 
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Senator ANpERSON. Does that complete your statement ¢ 
Mr. Dexnemer. That completes my statement. 
J have Mr. Clinton, the region il director; and Mr. Walker, the re 
gional power manager. Mr. Clinton hasa statement. 
ator Anperson. I was going to ask him if he would give his 


statement to us. 


STATEMENT OF F. M. CLINTON, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, REGIUN 6, 
UNITED STATES BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, BILLINGS, MONT. 


Mr. Cuinrvon. My name is Frank M, Clinton. I am the regional di- 
rector of the Bureau of Reclamation for region 6 with headquarters 
at Billings, Mont. 

In response to your request, Mr. Chairman, we have prepared a state 
ment that 1s essentially the same statement that we presented to the 
House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation last year, except 
t| il ve hinve elabor ited on some points that we felt needed further 
clarification, particularly on the question of power marketing and 
power rates. 
~ There are a few other points through it foal we have further ex 
plained and in some pha es ot tf we 1h clue cle ds a more up to date prog 
ress report on where we stand on the project, parti iculs arly on the rela 
tionships with the Crow ‘Tribe on the right-of-way problem. 

Senator eee ( a you stop right there? You heard Sen 
ator Mansfield’s state me té 

Mr. CLINTON. Yes, 

Senator ANDERSON. WI at sort of progress are you making in your 
negotiations with the Crow Tribe? 

Mr. Crurnron. I think I can summarize it this way, Mr. Chairman. 
Il held the first meet ne wv ith the representatives of the Crow Tribe 
last November at which time we discussed informally “where do we 
ovo from here?’ At that time there was a “No” vote by the tribe, that 
they did not want Yellowtail Dam built and they were not satisfied 

th the Secret ry of the Interior’s offer. 

So at the November meeting it was agreed that the present leaders 
of the tribe would appoint a study committee that would undertake 

pretty thorough restudy of the Yellowtail and Hardin units and 
find out two things: First, in what ways would the construction of 
the projects be detrimental oo the reservation and what would be the 
benefits. On the basis of that appraisal they would decide whether 
both of the projorta would be 200d « * bad for the reservation. If 
th ley are vood for the reservation then grees ‘ wanted to face the ques 
tl ion of compe nsation for the rieht-of-w: ay next. 

They are getting well along, we feel now, on the first phase of that 
study in getting the kind of information they need to present to the 
members of the tribe so that the vy can mi ake an intellige ant deci ision on 
whether the projects are og rong’ to he cood or bad for the reservation 
and express their opinion on that score, 

Senator ANpERson. When do they r hope to comp vlete that study ? 

Mr. Criintron. In the next few weeks is the word I have been given 
by the leaders of the tribe that I have been discussing the matter with. 

Then following that they are getting themselves prepared to make 
a counteroffer to the Secretary of the Interior’s offer on what they feel 


the tribe should be paid for the right-of-way. 
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In that connection they have employed a consulting engineer to 
advise them on the technical phases, parth ularly on the power pro 
duction and power values involved in the project, as well as othe: 
values that the tribe and reservation will be losing as a result of t] 
construction of the project. 

Senator ANpERsoN. When you say “power values” you do not me 
the tribe we uld be losing’ any power values by pe rmitting the dam 
to be built ¢ 

Mr. Curnron. They look at it as an inherent power site value that 
is a natural resource on the reservation that should be taken into 
consideration as a factor in appraising what the payment to the tribe 
should be. 

senator ANDERSON. They feel that they should be paid for the 
ower value of the reservoir site 1f it 1s constructed and benefits them 

Mr. CLINTON. They think they should be paid some share of it ina 
lump-sum settlement, or that it ought to be taken into account 
deciding what the total payment should be. They feel there ought 
to be some increment allowed for the value that is there that thi 
Indians or their beneficiaries might realize sometime In the future. 

Senator Anperson. In other words, they think if they held it a 
other 50 years they could sell the power rights to somebody after 
nuclear ower has come it 

Mr. CLINTON. That is possibly one of their thoughts. 

Senator AnpEerson. How much Indian land would be inundated 
the reservoir ? 

Mr. Cuinron. About 7,000 acres. 

Senator ANDERSON. What type of land 1 it now 

Mr. Crinron. It is practically all canyon. It is a steep-walled 
“unvon with rugged terrain. 

Senator Anperson. Are they making any use of it at the present 
time? 

Mr. Crinton. There area few side canyon that come in from the 
Big Horn Mountain side that provide a winter pasture for elk and 
good hunting grounds for them 

Senator ANDERSON. What about the land below tl} e dam ? Forty five 


/ 


/ 


/ 


thousand acres or so will be irrigated ¢ 

Mr. Crinton. Sir? 

Senator ANpERSON. Dothev own any of that ? 

Mr. Ciinton. They own a part of that. 

Senator ANpeRsON. How much ? 

Mr. Curnton. If I recall the figure correctly, around 40 percent 
still in Indian ownership. Part of the 45,000 aeres is outsid 
reservation ? 

Senator ANperson, Is that all in private ownership ? 

Mr. Curnton. Yes. sir. 

Senator Anperson. Is it in widely scattered ownership or fairl 
concentrated ownership ¢ 

Mr. Cirnton. There are both kinds. There are some small holding 
outside the reservation. Inside the reservation there are some large 
wheat operations. 

Senator ANDERSON. Campbell is one ? 

Mr. Curnron. Mr. Campbell is one. There is another large operato1 
Both own and lease the land. 


61721—55———-2 
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Senator ANpEerRsoN. Does Mr. Campbell own any of the land that 
would be benefited by this? 

Mr. Curnron. I believe he does. 

Senator ANpERSON. Does the 160-acre limitation apply to his hold 
ings ¢ 

Mr. Curnton. Yes. It would. 

Senator ANpERSON. Is he in favor of the dam ¢ 

Mr. Curnron. I don’t believe he has expressed himself one way or 
the other as yet, tomy) knowledge. 

Senator ANperson. What would happen to the Indian lands below 


the dam? As long as they remained in Indian ownership they would 
never be cal led upon to pay the assessment against them ¢ 
Mr. Curnron. They would pay the operation and maintenance 


charges but as I unde rstand it the »y would not have to pay the construc 
tion charges so long as the land remained in Indian owne ‘rship. 

Senator ANpERSON. Would that be regarded as a benefit ¢ 

Mr. Curnton. It isa benefit to the Indian owner. 

Senator ANpgerson. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Cuinton. His water costs less as a result of that. 

Senator Anperson. My farm goes right down against the Indian 
lands in New Mexico. I would be happy if I paid the same assessment 
that they paid. 

Mr. Ciinron. It is a good arrangement as far as they are concerned. 

Senator ANpberson. ‘There are some benefits to the Indians in con- 
nection with this? 

Mr. CLINTON. Ve ry ce finit ely as far as the dle velopme nt ot the ul r'l- 
gation phase of the unit is concerned. We feel they would definitel, 
benefit from that development. 

Senator Anperson. If you have your statement, I think we will 
merely put the entire statement nag record. 

Mr. Curnron. We have it in three pieces, Mr. Chairman. We have 
separated out the power produc oe mi whetine. and payout as a sep 
arate statement since questions were raised on that phase. 

I have Mr. John Walker with me who is prepared to answer any 
questions on that phase of the statement. 

Senator AnpbeRsoN. Which should go in first; the general state- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Curnton, The general statement first; then the power produc- 
tion, marketing, and payout. 

Senator Anperson. And then the general statement on the Hardin 
unit ¢ 

Mr. Cuinron. That is right, sir. 

Senator ANpeRsON. They will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(Documents referred to are as follows :) 


GENERAL STATEMENT, YELLOWTAIL UNIT, MONTANA AND WYOMING, MISSOURI 
RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


(By United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Region 6, 
Billings, Mont.) 


Yellowtail unit, comprising the dam, reservoir, and powerplant, is a multiple- 
purpose development which would provide for conservation, control and use of 
Bighorn River flows at the site. The dam site is located at the mouth of Big- 
horn Canyon in south-central Montana, 40 miles south of Hardin, Mont. The 
reservoir lies astride the Wyoming-Montana State line. 


> 
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The unit is a key structure in a comprehensive plan of development of the 
Missouri River Basin project to be constructed, operated, and maintained by the 
Bureau of Reclamation under authority of section 9 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 (58 Stat. S87) and Senate Document 191, as modified by Senate Docu 
ment 247, both 78th Congress, 2d session. 

Primary purposes of the unit are irrigation, power production, and flood con 
trol. Other incidental uses to which important benefits attach are silt retention, 
improvement of fish and wildlife resources, and recreation. In addition it will 
facilitate administration of the Yellowstone River compact and contribute to a 
more uniform and desirable flow in the lower Yellowstone River Valley 


PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 


Previous studies and reports of a water resource development in this area are 

(a) Investigations by the Reclamation Service during 1908-05 for gravity 
diversion near the Yellowtail Dam site to a canal system along the west side of 
the river. 

(b) Investigations started in 1913 and a detailed report dated October 24, 
1917, for the Bighorn Canyon Irrigation & Power Co., prepared by A. W. EF. Koch, 
proposing the construction of a gravity arch dam of rubble concrete about 480 feet 
high and powerplant with 500 miles of transmission line and G2 miles of high 
line canals to irrigate 60,000 acres of benchland. 

(c) A report on the Bighorn Canyon irrigation and power project by G. W. 
Goethals, consulting engineer of New York City, dated May 16, 1917, propound 
ing the economic practicabilities of the proposal. 

(ad) A survey report, Yellowstone River, Wyo., Mont., and N. Dak., by the Corps 
of Engineers dated March 31, 1932, later published in House Document 256, 73d 
Congress, 2d session. 

(e) Bureau of Reclamation investigations of the Yellowtail Dam and Reser 
voir sites 1989-42 (Project Investigations Report No. 51) later summurized and 
published in Senate Document 191, 78th Congress, 2d session, proposing a low 
dam at the Yellowtail site and one at the Kane site to be operated in conju 
tion with a combined total installed capacity of 105,000 kilowatts 

(f) Review report on flood control and other purposes, Yellowstone River and 
tributaries, Wyoming, Montana, and North Dakota, in 1946 by the Corps of Inn 
gineers based on House Document 256. 

(7) Definite Plan Report, Yellowtail Unit, dated January 1950 (approved by 
the Commissioner, November 10, 1950) based on further detailed investigation 
concludes that a single high dam at the Yellowtail site is more economical than 
the two dams at the Kane and Yellowtail sites 


ORIGINAL PLAN (8. DOC, 191) 


The plan of development for the lower Bighorn River Basin, presented in 
Senate Document 191, consisted of two reservoirs requiring comparatively low 
dams and irrigation of Hardin Bench. One of the dams was to be at the upper 
end of the Bighorn Canyon near Kane, Wyo., and one at the present Yellowtail 
Dam site near the mouth of the canyon. The 2 reservoirs, with storage capaciti- 
ties of 750,000 and 470,000 acre-feet, respectively, were to be operated in conjunc 
tion to provide for irrigation, power, silt retention and flood control. Powerplant 
capacities were to be 30,000 kilowatts at Kane and 75,000 kilowatts at Yellowtail 

Pertinent information on the two dams is: 


Hydraulic height 14 
Crest length 6) 
ype of construction : Conerete, gra ( h. 


The principal reason for selection of 2 reservoirs rather than 1 larger reservoir 
at the Yellowtail site was because reconnaissance information indicated a possi 
bility of excessive leakage into the cavernous limestone forming the canyon 
walls. Sufficient funds were not available at that time to resolve this question 
by drilling and tunneling. 
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PRESENT PLAN 


Subsequent explorations and detailed studies led to the conclusion that a large 
reservoir at the Yellowtail site would hold water without excessive leakage. De 
tailed topographic surveys also disclosed an error of 15 feet in the datum from 
which elevations were taken for the original surveys of the two sites. Correction 
of this error resulted in reducing the capacity of the Kane site from 750,000 acre 
feet to 610.000 acre-feet. 

A reservoir at the Kane site would flood considerably more land in Wyoming 
and would require much more extensive highway and railroad relocations. 

Comparative studies indicated that a combination of two dams would cost 
about $5 million more than a high dam at the Yellowtail site and annual costs 
would be more for the 2 structures rather than the 1. Consequently, the high 
dam at the Yellowtail site was adopted 

Detailed studies have led to adoption of reservoir capacities as follows: 


Volume 





Purpose (acre-feet) 
Flood control . x 259, OOO 
Joint use, flood, and conservation - ccna 50, 000 
Conservation aioe 7 el nS 358, 000 
Minimum operating storage ; iene Ba : 5OS, OOO 
Total ; - irate 1, 375, 000 


About 95,000 acre-feet of the conservation storage capacity is needed for irri 
gation of the Hardin unit 


»dam will be a concrete arch structure with the following dimensions: 





Feet 
Structural height Sere : . itl eal iat aE ad 518 
Hydraulic height_- . ead Se ol Nea _— 404 


Crest length 


The spillway is a reinforced concrete structure with two 50-foot by 61.66-foot 
radial gates discharging into a 41-foot horseshoe section tunnel with a capacity 
of 173,000 cubic feet per second. The outlet works consist of two 84-inch diam 
eter pipes, one for irrigation releases and the other for evacuation of the reser- 
voir, each controlled by an 84-inch hollow jet valve after an 48-inch ring follower 
gate. With the water surface elevation at 3,547 feet the capacities of the irriga 

ion outlet and the evacuation outlet are 3,460 and 3,580 second-feet, respectively. 

({n afterbay will be provided to smooth out diurnal fluctuations in river flows 
caused by powerplant releases. The afterbay dam is located 2.25 miles down 
stream from Yellowtail Dam site. It will be an earthfill and concrete structure 
with an ogee spillway, 201.5 feet long, controlled by 7 radial gates, and will pro 
vide reregulation and replacement diversion for the existing Bighorn Indian 
Service Canal. The dimensions are: 


Feet 
Structural height i , : : : ; 36 
Hydraulic height - - SRS al cn ae es 3 


I a ie gh  Lniaendonsn onion 7 == . 1,320 


The powerplant will be located on the toe of Yellowtail Dam and will have four 
units each with 50,000-kilowatt capacity. The maximum net head will be 459 
feet. Design of the powerplant was based on operating the reservoir at suffi 
ciently high levels to assure full peaking capacity from the powerplant at prac 
tically all times. Consideration of anticipated drawdown periods and their 
diversity with other reservoirs, together with probable excess capacity inherent 
in most turbine and generator manufacture, led to a decision that the powerplant 
machinery should be rated to produce the full 200,000 kilowatts only down to an 
operating head of 420 feet. Operation studies show that the head was permitted 
to be less than 420 feet only three times in a study period of 24 years, and the 
minimum head reached was 3870 feet for a period of less than 1 month. 


COMPARISON OF PLANS 


A comparison of pertinent items of the plan presented in Senate Document 191 
and the presently planned Yellowtail Unit is: 
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The drawing following this page shows a comparative profile of the two plans 
The dotted-line profile shows the original plan and the solic ne protile the 
idopted plan, 
PRESENT STATI 
Detailed studies have been continued since prepara ) 0 the definite ] I 
report sufficient to permit advertising for bids on the access road and prime con 
tract within 3 months after construction funds are made available 
The Bureau of Reclamation has expended a total of 82,555,000 to date e 
engineering investigations relating to the Yellowtail un 
Investigations completed since those leading to findings presented in Senate 
Document 191 are: 
fopographic surveys of Yellowtail Dam and Reservo irea; afterbay dam and 
reservoir area; borrow pit areas and the campsite 
Explorations include about 19,000 feet of diamond-d holes, 1,500 feet of 
exploration tunnels, and 30 test pits 
Detailed studies were made for water supplic power production, and flood 
control In addition, detailed design studies have bee made for the | 
powerplant, including trial-load analysis of the dam. Laboratory model studies 
have been made oft the spillway and outlet works 
In addition, about 5 miles of (jeep) trail were constructed the vicir f 
the dam sire to facilitate invest itions 
The Lovell-Yellowtail 115-kilovolt transmission ©, Which will provide power 
ring dam construction and ter for trans n ¢ power to the B ) 
Basin in Wyoming. has been partinlls COLIpPLErer Due to a lack of funds con 
iction on this line was suspended in 1953 
LAND REQUIRED FOR DAM AND RéSI 
The Site selected Tor the Yellowtail Dam ind powe }) init - ocnuted nent the 
northerly end of the Bighorn Canyon, The reservoir area extends upstrean om 
the site in a southerly direction and is, for approximately two-thirds of its length, 
within the confines of the canyon A short distance south of the Wyon 


Montana State line, the canyon terminates and the reservoir spreads over farn 
lands of the Bighorn River Basi At the extreme southerly end of the reservo 
the town of Kane, Wvyo., will require relocation and the grade of the Chic 


surlington & Quincy Railroad will require raising 


One of the major problems of acquiring lands needed for reservoir rights-of 
way relates to lands owned by the Crow Indian Tribe rom the Montana 
Wyoming State line northward for about two-thirds of the distance to the dam 


site, the Bighorn River marks the westerly boundary of the Crow Indian Reserva 
tion. At that point, the boundary of the reservation extends in a westerly dire 


tion so that for the remainder of the distance to the dum site the reservoir area 
and the dam site are on Tribal Indian lands. 
All other lands required for the reservoir, not within the reservation, are held 


in private ownership or are public domain or State-owned lands 





The following table shows the distribution of lands required between the vari 
ous Classes of holdings: 
(cra 
Tribal Indian lands 6, 997 
Private lands 10, 770 
State lands . 2, 486 


Public domain 10, GO4 


Total r , é 30, 857 
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pproximately 42 percent of the land required for the reservoir is located in 
Montana and 58 percent is located in Wyoming 


Following numerous conferences with representatives of the Crow Tribe and 


the Bureau of Indian Affairs, it became apparent that the usual rules for evalua 
tion of the taking of property for public purposes would not be satisfactory in 


determining the value of the Tribal Indian lands required for the dam site and 
the reservoir. Consequently, it was agreed that the element of power-site value 
would have to be considered 

Field forces of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Bureau of Reclamation 
collaborated in studies of the value of the Tribal Indian lands required for the 
dam and reservoir. The area director of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the 
regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation, following these studies, mu 
tually concluded and recommended to their superiors that the Secretary of the 
Interior offer to the Crow Tribe of Indians $1,500,000 for the tribal Indian lands 








required Phis a unt recognizes the element of power-site value but it also 
recog es that the Crow Tribe not the sole owner of all the lands required 
for the eservol The Se tar of the Interior made the ffer of $1,500,000 t 
the Crow Tribe in December 1953 b the Tribe, through action of its triba 
coun refused the offer 

The Bureau of Reclamation has held further meetings with the tribal leaders 
since November 1954 to better acquaint them with the adverse and beneficia 
effects that c ruction of the Yellowtail and Hardin units would have on the 
resources of the Crow Reservatior A tribal committee appointed to study the 
n ‘ taken on air air] e trip over the entire reservoir area recently so 
that they could be shown on the ground the approximate location of flow line 
whi he reservoir is filled In connection with its further study of the unit 
the (1 Tribe has employed a consulting engineer to advise them on technica 
pl ‘ of the development ich as the value of the power that will produced 
The bur has provided the consulting engineer with data and information 
which he needs for his study It is anticipated that upon completion of their 
further study and receipt of the consulting engineer's report, the tribal leaders 
will resume negotiations with the Bureau of Reclamation by making a counter 
Oo ! I hat they feel the Crow Tribe of Indians should be paid for the reser 
\ ht of \ 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

During 1955 a revised design was completed and a new cost estimate prepared, 
based on specification « tities, Which reflect the result of three years of detail 
desig lies These detailed studies resulted in modifications and refinements 
in ign which reduced the previous estimate for the dam $7,601,000, the power 
plant ; v hvard $10,490,000, and general property $1,560,000. The detailed 


studies reduced the concrete volume of the dam some 570,000 cubie yards while 


those on the powerplant reduced the physical size of the powerhouse, turbines 
and generators The official cost estimate for the Yellowtail unit exclusive of 
transmissic facilities beyond the switchyard, on the basis of October, 19538 
price j j follow 
Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir neludes right-of-way and associ 

ited relocation OO”0 


Yellowtail afterbay dan 
Yellowtail powerplant 
Yellowtail switchyard 
General property 


OOO 
O00 
000 
: , 000 
Recreational facilities 500, 000 





otal . 95, 721, 000 


It is anticipated that it would take about 6 years to complete construction of 
the dam, powerplant and appurtenant structures. Under an economic construc 
tion schedule, required appropriations would be about as follows: 


First year $9, 000, 000 
Second year 19, 000, 000 
Third year », OOO, 000 
Fourth year : 25, 000, 000 
Fifth year 11, 000, 000 
Sixth year ; ; 4, 188, 000 





Of the amounts given, $2 million would be required for right-of-way the first 
year and $500,000 the second year 
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FLOOD CONTROI 


In providing flood control space in the Yellowtail Reservoir, the effect of 
upstream reservoirs already constructed such as Buffalo Bill and Boysen Reser 
voirs in Wyoming was taken into account. Such reservoirs, while very helpful 
to local flood control in Wyoming, still leave an uncontrolled drainage area of 
10,800 square miles contributing flood flows to Yellowtail Reservoir 

Storage requirements for flood control were established by the Corps of Engi 


neers and set forth in a memorandum report Thev concluded that 250,000 
acre-feet of space reserved solely for flood control, and another 250,000 acre 


feet of space to be used jointly with conservation purposes, would fulfill the flood 
an additional 9,000 acre-feet, were provided for the flood control function. Ope 
ation studies show that this 509,000 acre-feet of flood storage capacity would 


control needs. In designing the reservoir, the above amounts of storage, plus 


control all floods of record to safe channel capacity It would also control the 
reservoir design flood, having a total volume of 2,044,000 acre-feet and peak 
discharge of nearly 60,000 ©, f. s., to a maximum outflow of 20,000 ¢. f. s rhe 
Corps of Engineers have estimated that flood control benefits wv erage 
$210,000 annually from operation of the reservoir 
RECREATION 
The National Park Service has studied the proposed Yellowtail Rese ir are 

and has concluded that, because of its outstanding seenie character and excellent 


fishing potentialities, it is expected to influence a sizable area in southern Mon 
tuna and northern Wyoming. Access will probably be limited, however, to the 
dam and the shore i 
comprise an area within an average distance of about 50 miles from the shore of 
the reservoir. The cities included in this area, particularly Billings, Mont., have 
grown considerably since 1940, and it is believed that upon completion of the 
reservoir the population of the region in general will expand when full benefits 


n Wyoming. The primary zone of interest is estimated t 


from irrigation and power are realized Primary annual benetits of about 
$109,000 would accrue from an estimated expenditure of S500,000 Over a do 
year period this annual amount, Capitalized at 2% percent, would amount to 


about $8,000,000. 


FISI] AND WILDLIFI 


The Fish and Wildlife Service has stndied the Yellowtail and Hardin Units 
and has embodied its findings in a report on Fish and Wildlife Resources in Rela 
tion to the Water Development Plan for the Hardin Unit, Bighorn River, Mont 
and Wyo., dated June 1948.) That agency concluded that after development, 
limited areas of the reservoir should be attractive to aquatic animals rhe 
potential fishery of the reservoir will be greatly increased if access to the 
reservoir margin can be facilitated. The development as planned will be bene 
ficial to fish and wildlife. Annual benefits to these resources from development 
of Yellowtail unit are estimated to be 850,400 


SEDIMENT CONTROI 


Both the Wind River Basin and the central Bighorn Basin are prolific source 
of sediment. Erosion is more apparent in the southeastern portion of the dra 
age basin and in other localized areas where barren wastelands or badlands 
appear. 

The average annual sediment estimate of 5,600 acre-feet at Thermopolis wa 
taken as the inflow to Boysen Reservoir, since the intervening canyon contributes 
very little sediment. The trap efficiency of Boysen Reservoir is estimated at 95 
percent or about 5,300 acre-feet. Deduction of this amount from the estimate of 
9,100 at Kane, and addition of 750 acre-feet for the Shoshone River, gives an 
average annual inflow of 4,550 acre-feet to the Yellowtail Reservoir 

Practically all of the silt entering the reservoir will be retained. In a period 
of 100 years about 455,000 acre-feet of silt would be deposited in tive reservoir. 
Much of this sediment would be deposited in the 508,000 acre-foot inactive por 
tion of the reservoir. About 69 yvears would elapse before sediment will begin 
to impair the use of the reservoir. 

The Bighorn River is the heaviest contributor of silt in the Yellowstone River 
Basin. Construction of the reservoir will make a large contribution to clear 
ing up the lower Yellowstone River. There are 201,140 acres now irrigated 
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from the Yellowstone and Bighorn Rivers below Yellowtail Dam site, and an 
additional 61.340 acres of new irrigation is contemplated in the Yellowstone 
Valley Large amounts of silt are carried into the irrigation systems, and con- 
siderably more expense is experienced in cleaning canals than would be neces- 
sarv if the silt load in the river were reduced. Construction of Yellowtail 
Reservoir should alleviate this situation and result in a considerable saving 
in operation and maintenance costs to irrigators. 


EFFECT ON DOWNSTREAM RIVER FLOWS 


4 reservoir at the Yellowtail site offers a physical solution to the interstate 
water problem on the Bighorn River and would afford a practical solution 
to administration of the Yellowstone River compact as it applies to the Big- 
horn River 

The more uniform river flows that operation of Yellowtail Reservoir would 
produce in the Bighorn and Yellowstone Rivers would facilitate irrigation diver- 
sions and result in a lower cost of maintenance of structures on or along those 
rivers 


Power PropuctTion, MARKETING, AND Payout, YELLOWTAIL UNIt, MONTANA AND 
WYOMING, Missourrt RIVER BASIN PROJE 


(By United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Region 6, 
Billings, Mont.) 


PLANT CAPABILITY AND POWER PRODUCTION 


anning Yellowtail powerplant, it was recognized that an installation of 
abo 130,000 kilowatts would probably be sufficient to assure the sale of the firm 
energy available It was evident, however, that the Yellowtail plant, due to 
the high head available and the economic advantage of installing short pen- 
stocks, afforded an ideal site at which to install additional generating capacity 
to assist the integrated power system in the production of salable firm energy. 
Some of the energy produced by other prospective powerplants will not fit 
under the firm powerload curve of the integrated system and would necessarily 
be sold only for its offpeak energy value. The additional assured capability at 
Yellowtail permits the sale of much of this type of energy as firm power over 
the interconnected system. Studies made for 1960, 1965, and 1970 indicate that 
there will be ample offipeak system energy to completely utilize the peaking 
capacity at Yellowtail in the production of system firm power. 

Design of the powerplant was based on operating the reservoir at sufficiently 
high levels to assure full peaking capacity from the powerplant at practically 
all times. Consideration of anticipated drawdown periods and their diversity 
With other reservoirs, together with probable excess capacity inherent in most 
turbines and generators, led to a decision that the powerplant machinery should 
be rated to produce the full 200,000 kilowatts only down to an operating head 
of 420. Operation studies show that the head might be less than 420 feet only 
3 times in a study period of 24 years, and the minimum head reached was 370 
feet for a period of less than 1 month. 

Initially, it is expected that the powerplant will produce about 875,200,000 
kilowatt-hours annually, of which about 650 million kilowatt-hours will be firm 
energy After ultimate upstream depletions for irrigation, estimated to be ex- 
perienced about 50 years after initial generation, power production is esti- 
mated to be about 761 million kilowatt-hours annually, of which about 597 mil- 
lion kilowatt-hours will be firm energy. Average annual power production for 
the first 50 years of operations will therefore be about 818,100,000 kilowatt-hours, 
of which about 623,500,000 kilowatt-hours will be firm energy. 

Since power produced at Yellowtail will be marketed on the interconnected 
projects power system, generation will be integrated with the energy produced 
at other powerplants. Deducting for average transmission losses, an annual 
average of 100,000 kilowatts and 438 million kilowatt-hours will be available 
for firm power sales, an annual average of 85,000 kilowatts and 74 million kilo- 
watt-hours for integration with other system plants, 65 million kilowatt-hours 
for pumping, and 180 million kilowatt-hours for nonfirm sales. These estimates 
represent salable energy at loads on the integrated power system. 
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POWER MARKETING 


The marketing area 

The principal area in which power produced at the Yellowtail powerplant 
will be marketed comprises northern Wyoming, Montana east of the Continental 
Divide, and portions of western and northwestern North Dakota, as shown on 
the attached map. By virtue of existing and proposed interconnections between 
the major Bureau transmission systems it will also be possible to utilize Yellow- 
tail power in augmenting power supplies in southern Wyoming and in the east- 
ern portion of the Missouri River Basin 

Agriculture, mining, and industry are economie activities of the primary 
market area. In recent years the production, transportation, and refining of 
petroleum has assumed major proportions and its rapid expansion is continu 
ing. Northern Wyoming has long been a substantial oil-producing area, and 
the Williston Basin, a large part of which is located within the market area 
for Yellowtail power, promises to become one of the major oil producers 
the Nation. 

A large variety of minerals occurs, chiefly in the mountainous portior 
West. Coal reserves, for the most part subbituminous, are distributed bi 
over the area. Favorable sites for synthetic liquid fuel plants offer prospe 


for large powerloads. Natural gas reserves are substantial 


Power requirements and supply 

In analyzing the present and future power requirements and supply in the 
Yellowtail market area use was made of the report, Power Requirements and 
Supply, Missouri River Region, prepared by the Subcommittee on Electric Power 
of the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee. This report, published in May 
1953, represents the coordinated efforts of representatives of investor-owned 
municipal, public power, rural electric, and Federal utility systems, and is used 
as an impartial source of data in the ensuing presentation 

Present (1954) power requirements in the area, excluding exports, but in 
cluding reserve requirements, are stated in the report as 559 megawatts Add 
ing export commitments of 60 megawatts, a total requirement of 619 mega 
watts results, Which is somewhat in excess of the effective generating capability 
in the area, amounting to 565 megawatts. The deficit is presently met by in 
ports of power from southern Wyoming and Colorado, and by reliance on power 
supplies in western Montana outside the marketing area. Generating capacity, 
except for the 66,000-kilowatt steam plant at Billings, Mont., is located around 
the periphery of the area and therefore is not easily integrated. Int 
further limited by lack of transmission interties between the power systems in 
Montana and Wyoming. The Yellowtail powerplant, by virtue of its central lo 
cation and associated transmission lines would provide means of integrating 
the existing systems. 

The estimated future power requirements of the Yellowtail market area, to 
gether with estimated generation, are shown in the following tabulation for the 
years 1960, 1965, and 1970. These requirements are based on a conservative 
load growth of 5 percent annually over the 17-vear period, as estimated in the 
report. Commitments for export of power outside the marketing area are as 
sumed to be five megawatts higher than at present 

This tabulation shows a need for additional power within the marketing area 
amounting to 1388 megawatts in 3960, 264 megawatts in 1965, and 405 mega 
watts in 1970. On the above basis of power requirements, there should be a 
ready market for the output of at least three units of the Yellowtail powerplant 
by 1960 with the fourth unit required about 1 year latet 


ration 








20 YELLOWTAIL DAM—HARDIN UNIT, MONTANA 


Estimated future power requirements of Yellowtail market area 


Megawatts Megawatt-hours 
-—— — 
1960 1965 1970 1960 | 1965 | 1970 
= 
| 
Peak load of area 696 846 1,028 3,737 | 4,489 | 5, 324 
Export commitment 65 65 65 285 285 | 285 
Reserve 57 4 58 59 f | 
- | 
Load plus reserve 818 969 | 1,152 | 4,022} 4,774] 5,609 
Generating capability other than Yellowtail | | 
Non-Federal—Hydro 245 245 245 1, 491 1,491 | 1, 491 
Non-Federal— Fuel 205 230 272 1, 344 1, 512 1,790 
Federal— Hydro 230 230 230 1, 594 , 510 1, 507 
otal capability 680 705 747 4,429 4,513 4, 788 
Additional firm supply required 138 264 405 407) 261 821 
Data from Power Requirements and Supply, Missouri River Region, Missouri Basin Inter-Agency 
Committee, May 1953 


ALLOCATION OF COST 


Inasmuch as Yellowtail is one unit of a comprehensive basin development, it 
is necessary to include costs of related transmission facilities to make the nec- 
essary allocations of costs and financial evaluations. These costs are summarized 


as follows: 


Yellowtail unit , _ $95, 721, 000 
Transmission division 24, 494, OOO 
Total construction cost 120, 215, 000 


During the past decade various methods have been used in making allocations 
of cost. Several of these methods have been used on Yellowtail unit, with vary- 
ing results. During the past year the Department of the Interior prescribed the 
separable costs-remaining benefits method as being preferable. This method is 
approved by the Federal Inter-Agency River Basin Committee. In applying this 
method of allocations, the following single-purpose alternatives were assumed : 


Power 
A privately financed steam plant with a capacity of 180,000 kilowatts, located 
in the vicinity of Forsyth, Mont. 


Trrigation 

A reservoir at the Yellowtail site with a total capacity of 550,000 acre-feet ; 
95,000 acre-feet of active capacity for irrigation, and 455,000 acre-feet for silt 
accumulation. 
Flood control 

A reservoir at the Yellowtail site with a total capacity of 955,000 acre-feet ; 
500,000 acre-feet for flood control and 455,000 acre-feet for silt accumulation. 

Application of the separable-costs-remaining benefits method results in the 
following allocation of construction costs : 


Irrigation es ne __ $26, 552, 000 
Power’ ; 67, 203, 000 
Flood control 2 se 4, 241, 000 
Recreation * ed : 500, 000 

Total ae a 98, 496, 000 
Power allocation, Yellowtail unit a mi _ 67, 2038, 000 
Transmission division._______~_- ee ee 

Total = - _ 91, 697, 000 


1 Includes $2,775,000 capital costs of Hardin pumping which would not have been required 
under a gravity diversion means of irrigation, and which are not a part of the Yellowtail 
unit cost estimate 

2 Cost of facilities only. 
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It is estimated that about 25 percent of the kilowatt installation of the Mis 
souri River Basin project will be needed for irrigation pumping, the cost of which 
s noninterest bearing. Applying this factor, the following breakdown of power 
costs is obtained : 
Interest bearing S68, 773, OOO 
Noninterest bearing P? O24, OOO 


] 
i 


Capitalized net benefits or justifiable investment for flood control amount 
to $5,806,000 as compared with the allocation of $4,241,000. 


POWER PAYOUT 


In order to demonstrate financial feasibility of the Yellowtail unit power 
development a payout study has been prepared on a 50-year basis, exclusive of 
basinwide project relationships, except that the transmission facilities and power 
output are considered as being integrated into the interconnected power system 
The payout study is inserted at the end of this statement. 

The investment components of the power development include the capital 
costs allocated to power at site and a proportionate amount of the intercon 
nected project transmission system based upon the ratio of installed generating 
capacity at Yellowtail to total system capacity. This investment was subal 
located into interest-bearing commercial electric plant and non-interest-bearing 
irrigation electric plant in accordance with the use estimated to be made of 
system power capacity by commercial and irrigation demands, respectively, or 
7o percent to the former and 25 percent to the latter 

For purposes of determining the disposition of energy, the average annual 
ultimate firm energy generation of Yellowtail, after allowance for transmission 
losses, was divided in accordance with the basinwide average into firm Ccommer- 
cial and irrigation pumping sales. Thus 12.7 percent of total firm energy was 
assigned to irrigation pumping sales. 

The approved interim schedules of rates for wholesale tirm power service for 


the Missouri River Basin project have been used in the study. This schedule 
of rates requires payment of a capacity charge of $0.75 per month per kilowatt 
of billing demand, and a monthly energy charge of 3.5 mills per kilowatt-hour 


for the first 250 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand and 3 mills per 
kilowatt-hour for the balance used. Under this schedule of rates the total charge 
averages 5.5 milis per kilowatt-hour for firm commercial sales at market load 
factor, and 18.8 mills for that portion of the annual firm energy which will supple 
ment excess energy from other system plants in a manner to permit the com 
bination to be marketed as firm power sales at market load factor. The average 
revenue per kilowatt-hour attributed to the capacity and energy obtainable from 
Yellowtail is the capacity portion of the effective rate schedule plus the energy 
charge on the Yellowtail energy contribution 

The capital and annual repayment obligations for the Yellowtail unit were 
divided so as to recognize the Hardin unit irrigation costs which would obtain 
under alternate plans of development. The most economical plan for providing 
irrigation water would be by gravity diversion from the Yellowtail Reservoir 
This plan would reduce total power production from that attainable under the 
proposed plan whereby maximum utilization of falling water would be achieved 
by running all water through the powerplant and then pumping the irrigation 
water back to the required elevation for diversion. The latter plan proved most 
economical from an overall standpoint and was selected. However, irrigators 
were considered obligated only to the extent of those lesser costs which might 
have been incurred by the gravity diversion method. In the proposed plan, an 
amount of $2,775,000 was added to the separable power capital costs represent 
ing the excess capital costs of the pumping installation over gravity diversion 
costs. Also for the same reason, an operation and maintenance differential of 
$35,200 was added to annual power costs, and pumping energy sales were reduced 
by $44,300, the amount required to pump water into the West Canal for the 
Hardin unit. 
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ESTIMATED REIMBURSABLE POWER DEVELOPMENT COSTS 
Separable costs a ee er aR 
Powerplant . i 
Switchyard ; Pe pastetininasiiceia 

$21, 294, 000 
2.479, 000 


Afterbay Dam “ 1, 585, 000 
Other separable costs Schade 6, 433, 000 
Hardin unit pumping plant differential 2, 775, 000 


rr 


24, 494, 000 


Allocation of joint costs 82, 537, 000 


ransmission system ~ an 7 


Total power costs 91, 697, 000 


Less 25 percent for interest-free investment 22, 924, 000 
Commercial electric plant investment ; 68, 773, 000 
ESTIMATED AN® AL OPERATING COSTS 


Operation and maintenance 


Specific power, including transmission 561, 950 
Joint works. allocated to pnower 9, 330 
Hardin unit operation and maintenance differential si 35, 200 

Total operation and maintenance 606, 480 

Replacement reserves 

Specifie power, including transmission 168, 824 
Joint works, allocated power : . 25, 2d3 

Total replacement reserves 494. O77 


FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY SUMMARY 


Gross revenue 207, S60, 220 
Revenue deductions 

Operation and maintenance $30, 787, 660 
Replacement reserve 25, O75, 575 

Subtotal, deductions 5H, 863, 235 

Net operating revenues 151, 996, 985% 
Commercial power investment S68, 773. 000 
Interest charges 46, 0836, 775 

Subtotal 114, 809, 775 
Net surplus in 50 years after meeting requirement of repayment of 

commercial power investment 37, 187, 210 
Interest-free investment in Yellowtail unit (suballocation of power 

costs to irrigation) 99 924, 000 


Net surplus in 50 years after meeting requirements for repayment 
of total power investment ‘ 14, 268, 210 
Interest charges collected 46, 036, 775 


1 Proportionate share of MRBP transmission system. 


The foregoing analysis has not taken into aceount interest during construction 
as a capital cost. The computed amount applicable to this cost is $3,564,000 
which would reduce the net surplus in the 50-year analysis substantially : how- 
ever, anticipated cost reductions arising from application of recent construction 
cost indices will more than offset the adverse effect of including interest during 
construction. The net result of these changes will not significantly alter the 
general condition of feasibility demonstrated above. 


CONCLUSION 


The above analysis demonstrates that the Yellowtail unit is economically and 
financially feasible under the approved interim schedules of rates for power 
service in the Missouri River Basin Project. 
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GENERAL STATEMENT, HARDIN UNIT, MONTANA, MIssourrt RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


(By United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Region 6, 
Billings, Mont.) 


The Hardin Unit comprises about 45,800 acres of bench lands just downstream 
from Yellowtail Dam in Bighorn County in south-central Montana in the vicinity 
of Hardin. Unit lands are shown in yellow and existing irrigated lands are 
shown in green on both the attached map and display chart. 

Of the 45,800 acres, 44,000 acres are new lands and 1,800 acres are now irri- 
gated from Soap Creek, an eastern tributary to Bighorn River, by an inadequate 
supply. About 40,000 acres lie on the west side of the valley and 5,500 acres lie 
on the east side of the valley. 


PROJECT WORKS 


The presently contemplated plan for serving irrigation water to these arable 
lands contains the following main features: Hardin Pumping Plant, West Canal, 
East Canal, War Man Relift Pumping Plant, and War Man Canal. 

Hardin Pumping Plant 

The pumping plant will be located on the left bank of the Bighorn River just 
below the mouth of the Bighorn Canyon, about 1 mile below Yellowtail Dam 
site. The plant will contain electric motor-driven pumps, with a total capacity 
of about 1,095 cubic feet per second pumped against a static head of about 90 
feet. The intake for the pumps will be located in the backwater of the Yellow- 
tail (Lime Kiln) Afterbay Dam, which reregulates the flows released from 
Yellowtail Dam. 


West Canal 

The West Canal originates at the discharge end of the Hardin pumping plant 
and will extend along the west side of the Bighorn River for a distance of about 
70 miles to serve an area of about 40,000 acres of benchland. Most of the lands 
to be served by this canal lie in a continuous strip 2 to 4 miles in width and 
about 42 miles in length. The canal will have an initial capacity of about 1,100 
second-feet. Canal excavation will be mostly in earth and the principal struc- 
tures will include 2 siphons and 8 major drops. 


East Canal 


The East Canal takes off from the main or West Canal a few hundred feet 
below the end of the Hardin pumping plant discharge line, crosses the Bighorn 
River by an inverted siphon, then traverses about 10 miles eastward, furnishing 
water to about 2,100 acres of irrigable benchland above the existing Bighorn 
Canal. East Canal terminates at Soap Creek but will discharge sufficient water 
into that creek to supplement the supply to about 1,800 acres with a supple- 
mental water supply. Water destined for lands under War Man Canal are trans- 
ported by the East Canal to the War Man relift pumping plant located beyond 
the discharge end of the siphon across the Bighorn River. The lands to have 
new irrigation under this canal are within a compact area lying a short distance 
below the mouth of Bighorn Canyon. 


War Man pumping plant and canal 


War Man pumping plant relifts water from East Canal through a static head 
of about 60 feet to War Man Canal, which traverses eastward about 5 miles fur- 
nishing a full irrigation supply to about 1,900 acres of arable land lying between 
War Man and East Canals. 

In addition to the works described, lateral and drainage systems will be pro- 
vided. 

It should be recognized that the above-described plan for irrigation of the 
lands in the unit is based largely on a reconnaissance survey. When more 
detailed land classification surveys and engineering studies of alternate layouts 
of the canal system are completed, it may be found economical to include a some- 
what larger acreage of land by locating the West Canal on grade through a 
greater portion of its length. 
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CONSTRUCTION COST 


The estimated cost of construction of the distribution system for the Hardin 
unit, at January 1954 prices, is as follows: 


Hardin pamping plant....... 22-2. n= —- _. $5, 021, 000 
War Man pumping plant____..._.......-.--~----~-..------------- 146, 000 
asin Cannls end OONEUE...... 2 hi i ccc ti entnsnomne 3, 314, 000 
Hardin laterais.._.._.....—.- Casas hala seidi Raesiaciotena sis Sit eae Ol etches daablinnamhitics 2, 597, 000 
Hardin Graine Qn sn ono nn eck eee en eee ensasao weno 2, 436, 000 
Pie Sit WS VRLONMORG Sone nec ccceeeeiccdncc cn ccesneuiwtin 210, 000 

calc pen cee renee mages See hore iE 13, 724, 000 


Of the above costs, only those on Hardin pumping plant were based on feasi- 
bility standards, the remainder being reconnaissance type. More detailed in- 
vestigation will probably reveal deficiencies in the estimate as well as more 
economical means of providing service; however, the above estimate is repre- 
sentative of the anticipated costs of construction for the entire distribution 
system as now laid out. 

WATER SUPPLY 


The annual irrigation requirement at the point of diversion for the irrigable 
lands of the Hardin unit is estimated to be 3.8 acre-feet per year, for a total 
diversion requirement in a dry years of about 170,000 acre-feet. 

The Bighorn River is the only practicable source of water for irrigation of 
the Hardin unit With full upstream development, as now contemplated, an 
active storage capacity of 95,000 acre-feet would be required to furnish Hardin 
unit lands with a full water supply without adverse effects on senior down- 
stream water rights. Regulation afforded by Yellowtail Reservoir would be 
more than ample to provide these storage water needs. 


LAND RESOURCES 


Investigations of land resources to date consist of a soil survey made in 1938 
under the auspices of a Montana Agricultural Experiment Station, Corps of 
Engineers, and the Bureau of Plant Industry, a reconnaissance land classifica- 
tion completed by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1939 and a deep pit study made 
in 1952. These investigations and observations, substantiated by laboratory tests, 
clearly indicated the adequate arability of the lands of the Hardin unit. 

Soils are quite variable, ranging from a heavy clay loam in the lower areas 
to a sandy loam in the upland areas. The greater part of the unit area is under- 
lain with gravel at depths of 4 feet or more. Soil characteristics are quite fav- 
orable to sustained irrigation agriculture. 

Drainage 

The pit study, conducted in 1952, consisted of 115 holes to determine if any 
serious drainage problems might exist with application of irrigation water. 
Based on the results of this reconnaissance study, it is the consensus of quali- 
fied personnel that no serious drainage problem should develop. However, the 
ultimate costs of drainage have been conservatively estimated to be $25 per 
ace for surface drains and $28 per acre for deep drains. The latter may be 
on the high side, but the estimate should not be reduced until detailed drainage 
studies have been completed. 

Land certification 

At the present time there is insufficient data available to make the certifica- 
tion as to the adequacy of soil survey and land classification, which is now 
required by permanent legislation. A detailed land classification survey is now 
underway. 

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY 
Present situation 

Irrigation in the lower Bighorn Valley is already well advanced and irriga- 
tion practices have been established. 

At the present time there are five direct diversions from the Bighorn River 
below Yellowtail Dam serving irrigation water to approximately 43,000 acres. 
The combined ultimate irrigable acreage under existing works is estimated to 
be about 53,700. Upland benches are mainly dry farmed, and the remainder of 
the area is used for grazing. 
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Ninety percent of the lands comprising the Hardin unit are devoted to dry- 
land wheat, and 10 percent to grazing. Summer following is practiced exten- 
sively. Production on lands cropped varies from a high of about 27 bushels of 
wheat per acre in the most favorable years to a low of about 4 bushels per acre 
in drought years. Average annual yield is 13 bushels per acre. Carrying 
capacity of the grassland is estimated to be 30 acres per head for year-round 
grazing. 

In 1949 the Hardin unit area was divided among 22 operating units, varying 
greatly in size. Four of the largest operators controlled about 25,000 acres. 
About 27,000 acres of the unit lands are Indian owned; all of these lands have 
been allotted. 


Anticipated situation 

An irrigated agricultural economy similar to that on existing irrigation projects 
along the lower Bighorn, Little Bighorn and lower Yellowstone Rivers is expected 
to develop from the Hardin unit. With full development of the unit lands, about 
290 new family-sized farms would be available. Production on these farms is 
expected to follow closely the pattern prevailing on nearby irrigated projects 
with similar climatic conditions. The principal crops to be grown would be 
alfalfa, sugar beets, barley, wheat, corn, and oats. Gross farm income of about 
$84 per acre is anticipated, which is an increase of $73 per acre over the present 
situation. This is based upon the anticipated long-range price level and the prac 
tice of 50 percent summer fallow for wheat production in the present situation. 

Due to the large surrounding area of grazing land, the general area is devoted 
largely to production of grass-fattened cattle. Feed production is now pretty 
much in balance with carrying capacity of grazing land. Irrigation of the unit 
lands could provide feed to fatten about 19,500 beef cattle annually in the area, 
which would reduce the number of feeders now shipped out by about 40 percent. 

In addition, transportation facilities are good and a modern sugar-beet factory 
is located at Hardin. These factors would be conducive to diversified cash crop 
production if desired. LByproducts from sugar-beet production would fit well 
into feeding enterprises. 

Another result of irrigation is that it would reduce the area devoted to wheat 
from about 40,000 acres to 5,000 acres. 


ANNUAL COSTS 


Annual cost assignable to the Hardin unit include operation, maintenance and 
replacement costs of the irrigation system, and an appropriate share of annual 
operation, maintenance and replacement costs of Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir 
allocated to irrigation. 

The pumping plan of diversion was adopted because increased power genera- 
tion more than justified the increased costs over the gravity diversion. Annual 
operation, maintenance and replacement costs to be paid by the irrigators are the 
same as would be required for the gravity diversion. 

Annual operation, maintenance and replacement costs assignable to the Hardin 
unit on the basis of present costs are estimated as follows: 


Per acre 


Canal, lateral and drainage systems___-~-_- a a Ta $2. 00 
PRVGPEIOR WOPEE Gi CANTOR COMIC on cnc ccinennnmewcmnsnndéennsenm . 44 
GLOW Cee. Bee RE NOT ONE a oe oc eterna cue Poicis 35 

ae a i I a ete 2. 79 


Long-time average annual costs are considered to be 72 percent of present 
costs, making the anticipated annual operation, maintenance and replacement 
costs of the Hardin Unit $2 per acre. 


ALLOCATION OF COSTS 


Construction costs assignable to the Hardin unit include the cost of the irriga- 
tion system plus the allocation of construction costs of Yellowtail Dam and 
Reservoir to irrigation. 

As the pumping plan of diversion was adopted rather than the gravity plan 
because of benefits to the power system, only the costs equal to those for the 
gravity diversion are to be assigned to the irrigation system. The pumping plan 
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costs $2,775,000 more than the gravity diversion. Consequently, the cost of the 
irrigation system for Hardin unit is allocated as follows: 








Power. ‘ tial oe a a ae ee a em 
Irrigation _- , Ls e ee ae a aca 10, 949, 000 
Total sah ah ip igs ss? DG 

Total costs alloc ated t to the Hardin unit are: 
Irrigation system / a ae ee 
Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir io sircitcincttcicbalaisn Wey ee eee 
Total allocation to irrigation B= sara eee 


Costs allocated to irrigation amount to $819 per acre. 


IRRIGATION PAYOUT 


The average annual payment capacity of lands comprising the Hardin unit has 
been estimated on a conservative basis at $6 per acre for new lands and $5 per 
acre for lands to receive supplemental water. With an average annual oper: ition, 
maintenance and replacement cost of $2 per acre this leaves $4 per acre to apply 
on repayment on new lands, and $3 per acre for supplemental lands. 

Allowing a 10-year development period before repayment charges begin and a 
40-year repayment period, a total of $7,256,000 would be repaid by the land- 
owners. This would leave $30,245,000 to be returned from power revenues from 
the Missouri River Basin power system. 

Senator AnpERSON. Very well. 

Now, Mr. Walker, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF J. R. WALKER, SUPERVISOR OF POWER, REGION 6, 
UNITED STATES BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, BILLINGS, MONT. 


Mr. Waker. My name is John R. Walker. I am supervisor of 
power for region 6 of the Bureau of Reclamation in Billings, Mont. 

We have presented a prepared statement on the power production, 
marketing and payout of the Yellowtail unit. I will cover those fea- 
tures. 

The Yellowtail powerplant is somewhat different than many of our 
powerplants. We are able there to economically install additional 

capacity. If we were designing it just for firm power we would put 
in normally about 130,000 kilow atts. However, it is very economical 
in view of the high head on the dam and the short penstocks to put 
in additional capacity. Therefore the design contemplates of an in- 
stallation of 200,000 kilowatts. 

The firm power would be marketed at the normal load factor of the 
market and the additional peaking capacity with some energy would 
be used with other offpeak energy in the entire system. That is, in- 
tegrated with it to produce additional firm power. 

We have made studies for the years 1960, 1965, and 1970 and they 
indicate that there will be ample offpeak system energy to completely 
utilize the peaking capacity at Yellowtail in the sale of system firm 
pow er. 

The output of the plant would be initially higher than it would be 
ultimately due to upstream depletions for irrigation. On the aver- 
age for the 50 years considered here in our studies, there would be a 
total production of around 818 million kilowatt-hours, of which about 
623 million kilowatt-hours would be firm energy. Those are average 


figures. 
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Since the power produced at Yellowtail will be marketed on the 
interconnected projects power system, generation will be integrated 
with the energy produced at other plants. Deducting for average 
transmission losses, an annual average of 100,000 kilowatts and 488 
million kilowatt-hours will be available for firm power sales, an annual 
average of 85,000 kilowatts and 74 million kilowatt-hours will be avail 
abie for integration with other system plants to produce firm power, 
65 million kilowatt-hours for pumping and 180 million kilowatt-hours 
for nonfirm sales. These estimates represent salable energy at loads 
on the integrated power system. 

We have broken down this table because in a previous presentation 
we mentioned that the firm kilowatts would be 185,000 and the energy 
would be 576 million. That was misunderstood to mean that the firm 
power would be sold at 36 percent load factor. That was not the inten- 
tion and the above table breaks out these figures so that there will be 
no misunderstanding on that point. 

The principal marketing area for the sale of Yellowtail power will 
comprise Montana east of the Continental Divide, the western portions 
of North Dakota and the northern and some central part of Wyoming. 
We have investigated this area, making use of the report, Power 
Requirements and Supply, Missouri River Basin Region, 1953, pre 
pared by the subcommittee on electric power of the Missouri River 
Basin interagency committee. We find from that report, which is an 
iupartial source of data, that there would be a deficit in that area in 
1960 of about 138.000 kilowatts: in 1965 of about 264,000 kilowatts; 
and in 1970, about 405,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. O’Mantoney. Will you amplify vour description of the area of 
which you are talking at this point in your testimony 4 

Mr. Wacker. The principal marketing area for the sale of Yellow- 
tale power is Montana east of the Continental Divide—that is, the 
entire part that you see on this map outlined—a portion of western 
North Dakota which is outlined there, and the northern and some of 
the central part of Wyoming. 

Mr. O’Manoney. To make it readable in the record, let me ask you 

f this map which you have presented, which is designated Yellowtail 

transmission facilities, and on which is marked an area which extends 
from a point just east of Minot, N. Dak., and just north of Garrison, 
westward to the Continental Divide in Montana, with Helena the most 
western city: then south from the Canadian boarder of both North 
Dakota and Montana to a point in Wyoming south of Lander, and 
extending from the Continental Divide on the west including Yellow 
stone Park area, the Shoshone project, the town of Cody, the town of 
Lovell, the whole Bighorn Basin area; and then eastward from 
Bovsen to Lot Springs in South Dakota and north alone Wvyomineg’s 
eastern boundary to the eastern boundary of Montana and east again 
to a point in South Dakota from which the boundary on the east of 
this marketing area runs approximately due north to a point east of 
Watford City in North Dakota—have I outlined that correctly ¢ 

Mr. WaLKer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Manon! ze The map probably will not appear in the record 
and I wanted to have that in there for the benefit of those who read 
the record. 


61721—-55——3 
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Mr. Wacker. I might say I have termed this the principal market- 
ing area. That, however, does not preclude integrating this power 
with the balance of the system. You will notice lines extending east- 
ward from Williston into the Garrison Dam and powerplant. "There 
are also existing lines extending from Boysen to Alcova and from 
Thermopolis to Cas sper. 

Mr. O’Manonry. You are testifying, in fact, that in this area there 
is a demand for power ¢ 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Manonry. A large demand, if I understand your testimony ? 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Manoney. And you describe this in terms of the deficit which 
was predicted for several] years in the future? 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Manonery. You were describing that deficit at the time I in- 
terrupted you ? 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

Mr. O’Manoney. So if you have not finished that, please conclude 
it now. 

Mr. Waker. In describing the deficit in that area, I might mention 
that it is predicated upon a load growth of 5 percent which was con- 
tained in the report I referred to. That, of course, is very conserva- 
tive. I know that in the northern part of Wyoming, there has been 
an annual load growth in the past 5 years of around 11 percent. 

In the Williston Basin area in eastern Montana and western North 
Dakota the growth has been rather phenomenal, around 23 percent 
per year. 

So this estimate is in my opinion a conservative estimate. 

Mr. O’Mantonry. The reason I addressed these questions to you, sir, 
is that yesterday I received the following wire from Sheridan, Wyo.: 

We endorse immediate construction of Yellowtail Dam in Montana by the 
United States Government according to Bureau of Reclamation plans which 
would provide the marketing of power from this project according to the prefer- 
ence law. 

(Signed) WyYoMIne STATE RURAL ELECTRICAL ASSOCIATION, 
HARoLp CasH, President. 

I wired Mr. Cash on the receipt of that telegram, saying that there 
would be a hearing today and asking for any ‘additional information 
hehad. This response was received this mor ning: 

Can speak only for rural electric cooperatives in Wyoming. We definitely need 
the power and transmission line that would go with the building of Yellowtail. 
We feel that development of this area depends on water stored for irrigation 
and low-cost power for industrial development. Will gratefully appreciate what 
you can do for us on this project. I have put out the information that the 
hearing is March 3. 

HAROLD CASH, 
President, Wyoming Rural Electric Cooperatives. 

Mr. Warxer. If there are no further questions on marketing I 
will next take up the allocation of costs. 

Briefly there is a total construction cost of about $120 million. 
That is allocated using the separable costs-rem: ning benefits method 
that is receiving approval now by many agencies. “As a result there 
is an allocation to irrigation of $26 million approximately; power, 
$67 eatin: flood control, $4 million; and recreation about $500,000. 

In addition to this power allocation there would be the cost of 
the transmission division amounting to about $24 million, which 
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makes the total power allocation total about $91 million, This 
broken down further using a 25 percent factor for non-interest-bear 
ing irrigation investment, to $69 million interest bearing and S22 
million noninterest bearing. 

he payout study which is attached to this report is based upon 
the approved interim schedule of rates for wholesale firm power 
service for the Missouri River Basin project. In applying these rates 
and selling the power in the manner described the project 1s financial), 

sible. 

In the financial feasibility summary we indicate that the gross 
revenue would be about $208 million over the 50-year period. ‘The 
revenue reductions would amount to about $56 million leaving a net 
operating revenue of $152 million. ie 

Deducting next the commercial power investment with interest, 
amounting to $115 million, leaves a net surplus of $37 million. Sub 
tracting next the interest-free investment of $23 million, we arrive 
at a surplus of about $14 million. 

This analysis has not taken into account interest during construc- 
tion as a capital cost. The computed amount applicable to this cost 
is $314 million, which would reduce the net surplus in the 50-year 
analysis substantially. However, anticipated cost reductions arising 
from the application of recent construction costs indices will more 
than offset the adverse effect of including interest during construc- 
tion. 

The net result of these changes will not significantly alter the gen- 
eral condition of feasibility demonstrated above. 

We then conclude that the above analysis demonstrates that the 
Yellowtail unit is economically and financially feasible under the 
approved interim schedule of rates for power service in the Missouri 
River Basin project. 

Mr. O’Mauoney. What was the date of your finding of feasibility ¢ 

Senator Anperson. This is the March 1955 report. They have 
perviously found it feasible also. 

Mr. O’Manonety. That is what I wanted to know. Is that in the 
record ¢ 

Senator Anperson. Yes, sir. The fact that they had testified 
previously in the House hearing is in the record. He now adds the 
conclusion which he has on page 11: 

The above analysis demonstrates that the Yellowtail unit is economically and 
financially feasible under the approved interim schedule of rates 


for power 
service in the Missouri River Basin project. 


Mr. O’Manoney. That is a confirmation of a finding made earlier 
is that right ? 

Mr. WALKER. We testified before the House Subcommittee 
gation and Reclamation last April. 

Mr. O’Manonry. T 7 at was April 1954? 

Mr. Wacker. Yes, si 

Mr. O’Manoney. To the same effect ? 

Mr. Waker. ‘lo the same effect. At that time the m: 


on Irri 


ine. in Wilt h 


we worked out the payout study showed a surplus of around S16 

million, and we recently have modified that to make it more explana 

tory as to how we utilized the energy. In doing that it did resuit in 
i slight difference in the surplus. But it does not effect the fea 


bility. 
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Mr. O’Manoney. Not having been in a position to obsrve what was 
going on in the committee in April of 1954, I just wanted to make sure 
that the Bureau of Reclamation had endorsed this as a feasible project 
sometime last year. You fixed that date as April ¢ 

Mr. Waker. Yes; we did at that time, sir. 

Mr. O’Manoney. And there has been no change except in expan- 
sion / 

Mr. Wavker. We carried the same conclusion in that report as I 
repr ated today. 

Senator ANnperson. I think for the record Willard E. Fraser of 
Billings, Mont., has sent copies of a statement that he intended to 
present, but he says because of illness he has been unable to attend 
the hearings in person. 


Will you therefore do me the favor of having my statement read into the 
record at the hearing. 


I think we will say that it shall go in the record at this point. 
(Tie statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLARD FE, FRASER, BILLINGS, MONT., FAVORING THE CONSTRUCTION 
or YELLOWTALIL DAM, ON THE BiG HORN RIVER IN SOUTHEASTERN MONTANA 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Willard E. Fraser and I am a resident of Billings, 
Mont., since 1912. I own and operate the Fraser Office Building and other rental 
property in Billings, Mont. 

I am appearing before your commission today to urge the construction of Yel- 
lowtail Dam on the Bighorn River near Hardin, Mont. 

Yellowtail Dam was authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1944, but has 
languished from that time to this because the Congress has failed to appropriate 
funds for construction. 

Already, the Congress, through its agent, the Bureau of Reclamation has spent 
more than $2 million of the taxpayers moneys for work, preliminary to con- 
struction of Yellowtail Dam, and the problem is, will this be $2 million wasted 
and lost—as it will be if Yellowtail Dam is not constructed—or will this sum, 
plus 3 percent be returned to the Federal Treasury for the benefit, not only of 
Montana and Wyoming, but of the whole United States. 

The Flood Control Act of 1944 was a courageous plan on the part of the Con- 
gress to harness the resources of the vast Missouri River area, but no plan, how- 
ever grand, can have any meaning unless it is put into operation. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has done a splendid job in carrying out some sec- 
tions of the plan, and I should like to pay tribute to the men of the Bureau for 
the work they have done to date, but it must be conceded by all who study the pro- 
gram that the Bureau has been seriously handicapped, and the plan retarted, 
and even sabotaged, by the fact that the Congress has failed in its responsibility 
in carrying out the plan, by failing to appropriate funds. 

It is all very well to assign a man, or a bureau, to a task, but unless that man, 
or that bureau are given the tools to accomplish the task it will remain undone. 
In the case of the Missouri Basin development as outlined in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, the task was assigned, but failure of the Congress to give the tools 
for its accomplishment (i.e., the necessary funds) have resulted in a great stale- 
mate, and the fault is that of the Congress, and not the Bureau. I hope this 
committee will rectify this omission. 

I shall confine my testimony to but one project of the great Missouri Valley 
development program, and this is a project that I sincerely believe deserves 
primary consideration, and positive action. That project is Yellowtail Dam. 

The fact that we are in an extraordinary period which may well last 10 or 20 
years, on even our lifetime, must not be an excuse for halting our western develop 
ment program. Indeed, it should hasten it, for such projects as the proposed 
Yellowtail Dam, with its vast power potential should be an integral part of our 
national-defense program: for it would have an annual average nonfirm energy 
output of some 163,920,000 kilowatt-hours, and 584 million kilowatt-hours of firm 
energy. 

The defense program aside, we still Cannot afford to lay down, or put aside 
our reclamation programs for any length of time. Our population is increasing 
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at the rate of 214 million each year. This means that we are going to need more 
farms and farmers to produce food for that population increase. And, at this 
point, I should like to call to your considered attention, that it takes an average 
of 10 long years to bring a reclamation project into active and full production. 
Thus, it is imperative upon all clear-thinking Americans to brook no further 
delaying tactics of those who are momentary and selfish reasons would hinder 
and prevent the construction of such reclamation projects as Yellowtail Daim 

The approved site for the erection of the proposed Yellowtail Dam is near the 
mouth of Bighorn Canyon, passageway of the Bighorn River, located some 35 
miles southwest of Hardin in Bighorn County, Mont. 

The Yellowtail Reservoir would extend more than 50 miles within the ragged 
and inaccessible canyon walls which tower hundreds of feet above the twisting 
Bighorn river that winds its way north through the Bighorn and Pryor Mountains 
to form the most natural damsite and reservoir basin rarely equalled in Nature, 
No arable farmland would be displaced, or taken from cultivation. 

Yellowtail Dam is no newly proposed or suddenly conceived project. Rather, 
it has been the aim and the dream of some of the soundest and straightest think 
ing men of the West ever since the turn of the century. Montana and Wyoming 
have consistently sent men to the Congress who have worked for the development 
of Yellowtail Dam. Senator John B. Kendrick, of Wyoming, and Senator Thomas 
Walsh are but two out of many of past Senators who have long worked and 
advocated the construction of Yellowtail Dam during their long and impressive 
years in the United States Senate. Howard Bunston and Carl Sloan, together 
with the many progressive minded businessmen of Hardin, have constantly kept 
the hope of eventual construction alive. Howard Bunston and myself traveled 
to Washington to appear at the last Senate appropriation hearings on the subjeet, 
and we are prepared to make that long and expensive trip again and again if it 
seems necessary. All of these men, statesmen and laymen alike, realize that here 
is a project that can stand upon its own merit and worth. These men—even by 
their most violent critics—have never been accused of stargazing, and they have 
been followed by statesmen equally aware of the solidness of the arguments 
favoring construction of Yellowtail Dam. 

Senator Mike Mansfield and Senator James E,. Murray have appeared at 
3udget Bureau and congressional hearings without end, repeatedly and strenu- 
ously urging the inclusion of Yellowtail Dam in the national budget, year after 
year. Men from the national scene, as well as men from the West; men well 
versed in the problems and possibilities of reclamation and irrigation, men 
trained as, and recognized among the Nation’s foremost engineers and economists, 
such as George Washington Goethals (he was the man who built the Panama 
Canal) have been seriously urging the construction of Yellowtail Dam for many 
years. Able agronomists, economists, and soil scientists have added their weight 
to the feasibility of construction by repeatedly pointing out that Yellowtail Dam 
would be an investment that would return manyfold its original cost to the 
Nation’s Treasury. It is no whim of political pressure, or just a sudden urge 
to build, that has caused the Bureau of Reclamation to urge authorization of 
Yellowtail Dam for construction. Rather, it is the compilation and totaling of 
the abundant and hard facts gathered by hardheaded realists over a long period 
of years that has brought about this proposal. 

Yellowtail Dam meets without question the multipurpose requirements of the 
Sureau of Reclamation for dam construction. It would be an outstanding 
achievement in the realm of reclamation, soil conservation, irrigation, silt control, 
and power development, not to mention or rather overlook the fact that it would 
provide for Montana and Wyoming one of the greatest lake recreation areas in 
the Western Hemisphere. What Yellowtail Dam would do for fish and wildlife 
goes without saying, and the profits to be derived by the Nation’s sportsmen enter- 
prises would be tremendous. 

Because of its geographic location with regard to other projects in the 
Missouri River Basin, as well as its proximity to existing potential developments, 
the Yellowtail Dam project would be one of the most important ever to be au- 
thorized by construction by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Congress. With- 
out fear of contradiction, one can safely say that no project in the Missouri River 
Basin is so capable of standing on its own worth locally and nationally as is this 
Yellowtail Dam project. 

Competent engineers and economists have gone to great lengths to study and 
calculate the costs and revenues that would figure in this construction, as well 
as the results of the construction of Yellowtail Dam. With an eye on fluctuating 
and rising costs, it would take a brave man to state absolutely the costs, but here 
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are a few figures that I think will be safely within the realm of final costs and 
revenues to be derived from Yellowtail Dam. Attend these figures. 


Pon E> ES RC, RI ATI se $100, a 000 


The annual cost of operations is set at_______________- as desea aeeasame 675, 000 
The annual estimated power earnings is set at cia seeedioas wkeeicg etd eae 2, 850, 000 
The annual average net—applicable to Government investment— 

is set at oes i 2.180, 000 
The estimated 50-year earnings is set conservatively at_ a 109, 000, 000 
This would leave a profit from the power alone at the end of 50 

years in excess of aie al i a al 24, 000, 000 
Total annual benefits, ine luding power, irrigation, flood control, and 

soil conservation would UN cr 6, 000, 000 


This clearly indicates, as advocates of construction of Yellowtail Dam have 
always maintained, that this project is an investment of far-reaching values, 
for in the above figures, no account can be accurately included of the benefits 
in dollars and cents to be derived from the agricultural, flood control, soil-ero- 
sion stoppage, as well as general human, national, and local, that would ensue 
from this project. It might be called to your attention that here is a project 
which will absorb—and absorb in a wealth-creating manner, many, Many men, 
which will go far toward stabilizing our labor force, and offsetting unemployment 
of future periods. 

First and foremost, the Congress should, through its agents—the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs and the Bureau of Reclamation—now come to satisfactory terms 
with the Cruw Tribe for the dam site upon which Yellowtail Dam will eventually 
be constructed. By satisfactory terms, I mean terms that are acceptable to the 
Crow Indian Tribe in particular—for simply, the facts are, the Indians own the 
land. While it may well be true that without the construction of Yellowtail 
Dam, this land is relatively worthless, nevertheless, the Crow Tribe owns this 
valuable site, and they must be compensated in a manner satisfactory to them. 
It is only fair and proper that this be done. 

It is neither my province nor right to name an absolute figure as to the 
amount that should be paid to the Crow people, but may I here suggest for 
earnest consideration, both by this committee, the Congress as a whole, and 
both the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Bureau of Reclamation, that it would 
seem to this petitioner that a fair settlement might be made in two parts as 
follows ; 

(1) An initial, lump-sum payment of $1,500,000 to be paid at the time the 
dam site is acquired, and said sum to be immediately divided equally among the 
(roughly ) 2,600 members of the Crow Tribe. 

(2) In addition, the Crow Tribe to receive 5 percent of the gross power rev- 
enues, to be divided annually and equally among all the members of the tribe. 

IT name these 2 figures of $1,500,000 and 5 percent of the gross power revenues 
purely as a basis for negotiations, and as a suggestion to assist your committee. 

Our Crow Indian people stand to gain immeasurably by the construction of 
Yellowtail Dam, and from the benefits derived from the long-range program that 
waters of the dam would make possible, they would soon be in an extremely 
sound economie condition. In all the planning for the dam, the Crow people 
have had their interests well safeguarded by both the Indian Bureau and the 
Bureau of Reclaniation, for it is to the interest of both Bureaus, as well as 
citizens generally, that the Crow Indians be treated fairly and honestly in this 
important matter; and by the same token, it behooves the Crow people to treat 
fairly with the Federal Government in this matter. 

Only 40 miles northwest of the Yellowtail dam site grows the city of Billings, 
which is one of the Nation’s faster growing cities. It has two large oil refineries, 
with another one in nearby Laurel; and with the rapidly developing oilfields to 
the East, these will hold an ever-increasing importance in our national economy. 
Vast commercial and industrial enterprises are only awaiting the development 
of Yellowtail Dam. Herbert Hoover, ex-President of the United States, and 
probably the Nation’s top authority on the subject of mining engineering and 
mining potential, states that Montana has more metal resources than has the 
entire U. S. S. R. This means that the development and growth of this vastly 
rich area is inevitable. Yellowtail will provide a great impetus to that 
growth * * * indeed, Yellowtail Dam will be a prime and basic factor in that 
growth. And it must be remembered that Yellowtail Dam would serve, as Bill- 
ings is serving, an area larger than many of the individual States of the Union. 

To the south is the Big Horn Basin of northern Wyoming, already a region 
of great economic importance, but with a far greater potential. Already in that 
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area, an acute power shortage exists. This power shortage is proving a serious 
handicap to both present and proposed industrial development of this rich area. 
In this region, as well as in Montana to the north, the use of electrical power 
in agricultural, industrial, and mining pursuits is expanding at a rapid rate. 
No small part of this is due to the Rural Electrification Administration and the 
work it is doing to bring electricity into these areas. This is an important factor 
in the opening up of the many new oilfields in the region, which in turn will 
have an important bearing upon the problems of national defense. 

The proposed Yellowtail Dam holds a strategic position in regard to power 
development and power distribution in Montana and Wyoming. It will con 
tribute to the power demands of this vast area, for there is no nearby power 
production—new or planned—that can even begin to meet the demands the near 
future will place upon them. For instance, the load of the Montana Power Co. 
in the Billings area amounted to 20,600 kilowatts in 1947. The only nearby 
pant of that company is the 10,000-kilowatt plant at Mystie Lake, roughly 75 
miles southwest fo Billings, and of course the Frank Bird plant, now under con- 
struction on the bank of the Yellowstone. Power requirements of this growing 
city of over 10,000 kilowatts must be supplied from plants farther to the west. 
It is reasonably predicted that the required load will be more than 35,000 kilo- 
watts in 1955 and 45,000 in 1960. Most of these requirements could and should 
be furnished from Yellowtail, thereby releasing any excess Montana Power Co. 
generated energy, should there be any excess—which is exceedingly doubtful at 
this time—to be delivered to the Northwest power pool to meet shortages of that 
area: and according to recent newspaper articles and statements out of Wash 
ington, this shortage is rapidly increasing. So much so, that there is current 
talk of many west-coast aluminum plants being forced to move east. This would 
be a regional and national mistake of vast economic force. 

Much of the power from Yellowtail Dam will be needed to serve REA coop- 
eratives in nearby areas. In 1931 we had only nine REA cooperatives in the 
Billings, Big Horn, and adjacent areas, that would be feasibly served with power 
from Yellowtail Dam; and in that year, they were serving only 4,159 outlets. 
This figure was nearly doubled in 1947, which in turn will reasonably be expected 
to double again during the next few years. The REA consumption of power 
alone is estimated to be some 25,000 kilowatts by 1955, and 30,000 by 1957. These 
are, it is true, only estimates, but based upon the steady and natural growth of 
the region, they are in full truth, quite conservative. Based upon the power 
market survey of the Federal Power Commission, and with some upward adjust- 
ments for the Big Horn area where oil and allied developments recently under- 
taken indicate the Commission’s estimates to be too low, the following tabula- 
tion shows the load and capacity requirements for the State of Montana east 
of the Continental Divide and northern Wyoming. 

The load requirements are tabulated below: 





| 
1955 10 
canna . 0 ee = 
Load requirements (kilowatts): | 
Billings, Mont. area . ‘ 35, 000 44, 000 
Wind River—Big Horn area in Wyoming 2.. , | 53, 500 | 70, 000 
Northeast Wyoming area ; ‘ | 13, 000 | 17, 000 
| 
Subtotal for immediate adjacent areas... ---. ‘ | 101, 500 | 131, 000 
Fastern Montana area of 56, 000 77 000 
Central Montana area 3 Files 230 KOO | 274 OOD 
ie , | =" , 
Total area load requirements 4... ee aid dees ae ae - | 328. O00 472. 000 
Power supply (kilowatts of dependable capacity): | 
Billings, Mont. area jai) | 8, 000 g ann 
Wind River—Big Horn Basin area... ‘ : : 25, 000 | 25, 000 
Northwest Wyoming area. _._. ‘ . “ 12 000 } 12 000 
Subtotal for immediate adjacent areas. _. ; a a 45, 000 | 45. 000 
Eastern Montana area 14,000 | 14, 000 
Central Montana area...............-... 292, 000 292, 000 
Nl lL tee sl aa aca es ' aah 351, 000 | 351.000 
Less requirement for reserves..........- itr aknee ‘ ss td a 6, 000 63. 000 
Additional capacity needed iS Ee ad > . i 93. 000 184, 000 





1 Derived from Federal Power Commission’s estimates for 1950 and 1960 by interpolation; 
? Estimates by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

3 Reduced to exclude Silver Bow and Deer Lodge Counties. 

* Adjusted to conform to changes in load requirements. 
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The above analysis shows that the early construction of the Yellowtail Dam 
and powerplant with an installation of 200,000 kilowatts is urgently needed to 
meet the power requirements of the Midland Empire. Needs for prospective 
large industrial loads that are not included in the figures for power require- 
ments, and the desirability of additional capacity for special defense needs that 
may develop, warrant the consideration of still further capacity in this and other 
contemplated plants as rapidly as is feasible. 

It is estimated that irrigation units along the Yellowstone, Big Horn, Power, 
and Tongue Rivers, which are proposed for development concurrently with and 
subsequent to the construction of the dam at Yellowtail dam site, will require 
some 48,000 kilowatts for pumping purposes. These units will, of course, be 
constructed in the wake of the dam construction proper, for it must be borne 
in mind that the development of much of this area must of necessity hinge upon 
the electrical power being first provided for pumping purposes. 

As can be ascertained by a hasty check of any photograph of the proposed bed 
of the Yellowtail Reservoir, no farm family in Montana will be displaced by 
rising water. Only a few rattlesnakes and western rodents will have to change 
their abode to escape the dammed-up waters of the Big Horn River when the 
dam is constructed. Nature has here provided a natural reservoir site rarely 
equaled. Again, its nearly 20,000 acres of impounded waters will displace no 
family homes, no farms, no farm improvements, nor even any range worthy of 
the mention here. 

Presently, only 18 operators hold sway over the domain that would be served 
by direct irrigation from Yellowtail Dam. Only 18 operators wrest a living 
from this area, and in times of drought, it has been a mighty precarious living 
at that. If this land were brought under the ditch, i. e., irrigated, it would 
provide homesteads for some 280 farm families. Consider for a moment what 
this would mean to the tax structure of Big Horn County alone, not to mention 
the returns that would naturally flow back into the treasuries of the counties, 
State, and Nation; not only directly from these 280 farm families but from the 
tradesmen, professional men, and others with whom they would be doing busi- 
ness. This one aspect alone must lend great economic credulity to the Yellow- 
tail project. 

The very first memorial introduced in the 1949 session of the Montana Legis- 
lature was one asking the Congress to appropriate funds for the construction 
of Yellowtail Dam. It was passed without a dissenting bote by both houses of 
the Montana Legislature and signed by the Governor. The 1951-53 and 1955 
legislatures repeated that performance. Thus, one might point out that the 
legislature controlled by the Democratic Party and by the Republican Party has 
had both parties repeatedly joined in attempting to secure this badly needed 
project for Montana. 

More than 50,000 acres would be brought under primary irrigation along the 
Big Horn River. It is estimated that not less than an additional 10,000 acres 
of sugar beets would be grown in the Hardin area annually. This is but one of 
the many benefits that would arise from Yellowtail Dam. This would be a 
welcome boost to the farmers of the area, not to mention the sugar processors, 
the railroads, and the Nation’s wealth and sweet tooth. These factors are 
merely touched upon in passing, but any intelligent person must quickly see to 
what lengths this picture could be factually developed. 

Yellowtail Reservoir will serve to stabilize the water available for existing 
irrigation units (roughly 62,000 acres) already under the ditch. It will also 
go far toward the elimination of silt, estimated to be more than 20 millions of 
tons annually now being dumped into the Missouri River, and which requires 
much expensive dredging in the lower Missouri and Mississippi basins. Boyson 
Dam, now nearing completion on the Big Horn River near Thermopolis, Wyo., 
will also arrest much silt from this heavily silted river, and make even more 
desirable the construction of Yellowtail Dam. 

Flood control is a very important item to be considered, with its accompany- 
ing silt problems. None can deny that had Yellowtail and other dams been in 
existence whereby the flow of the Big Horn and other rivers could have been 
slowed down, the loss from the recent Kansas-Missouri floods would have been 
materially lessened—if not largely prevented. The region in which Yellowtail 
Dam will be constructed is one of slight rainfall, and also of quick runoff of the 
moisture that does fall. Then, too, the soil is of a particularly friable nature 
easily aroused by the runoff. Indeed, it is estimated that 26 percent of the silt 
carried past Kansas City by the Missouri River comes from the Big Horn River. 
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What this does to increase the cost of dredging out the navigable downstream 
area, aS well as what it does to the destructive floods of the lower Missouri and 
Mississippi basins, can easily be ascertained. Building of dikes and levees 
along the lower basins of these rivers is most expensive, as are the dredging 
operations. Engineers advise that the construction of the Yellowtail Dam would 
materially cut down on these overall costs. Yellowtail Dam would cut right 
into the heart of the problem, for this is, in effect, going right to the source of 
the trouble. 

While there is no doubt or question as to the necessity of having dikes, levees, 
and dredging operations today, doesn’t it seem obvious that this has been work 
which might be comparable to a carpenter building a roof first? Yellowtail 
Dam’s potential contribution to flood control cannot be over emphasized, for 
looms large in the overall national flood-control picture. 

It is hardly necessary, I believe, to point out at an important part previously 
constructed dams with their power production, and through power their aid to 
industry, and the addition, their irrigation has added to the Nation’s food sup 
ply, as well as the overall part they have played and will continue to play in 
our national defense program. The part that dams have played in the recent 
war are, I believe, generally understood by the public, at least in its broader 
aspect: so time will not be used to dwell on that important phase, but I do want 
to call your attention in passing, that this national defense role of dams must 
be kept in mind. 

Now, Yellowtail Dam must be regarded in the light of an investment, and not 
just a drain upon the publie purse. It will return manyfold to the National 
‘Treasury each dollar required for its initial construetion. The direct and tangible 
returns will come from the production of power and industrial development 
which tolls the irrigation of land, and the production of agricultural products 
therefrom, as well as probable oil and allied developments. Indirect and in 
tangible returns are perhaps more difficult to properly evaluate, but you will 
realize that they have a definite place in this proposal. Some of these very posi- 
tive intangibles are the elimination of much of the silt that clogs the lower 
Missouri and Mississippi Basins; the part that Yellowtail Dam would neces- 
sarily play in flood control and prevention of soil erosion; and the increased 
standard of living made possible for our native population, which in turn would 
result in increased tax returns. 

In line with this thought, it should also be called to your attention that the 
development of Yellowtail Dam would be a great factor in aiding a large seg 
ment of the Crow Nation to become more self-sustaining, and enable them the 
better to cope with an advancing civilization. Help to one segment of our people 
will result in help to all segments. 

In conclusion, let me state that there can be no area of the entire Missouri 
Basin more worthy of consideration and legislation aimed at bringing about 
complete development than is this Yellowtail Dam project in the Big Horn area. 
It is an investment of vast potential worth. Each year that sees the uncontrolled 
waters wasting and destroying their way unharnesses to sell the destroying 
floods of the lower basin area is a year of agricultural, industrial, power and soil 
loss that can never be replaced. Let us halt this squandering of resources. 
Water and topsoil like wasted hours, can never be replaced if once permitted to 
erode and flood away. If the Congress will give the Bureau of Reclamation the 
tools (i, e. funds) I am convinced the Bureau will do the job to the benefit of 
all America. 

I sincerely urge, and earnestly hope, that this Congress will now authorize the 
construction of Yellowtail Dam. 


i 


Senator Anperson. Did Mr. Bennett want to testify on this? 

Mr. Dexnuermer. Not unless you have some questions. 

Senator Anperson. I think we should go to Mr. Belcher now and 
see if we can resolve this difficulty that seems to exist. 

Before you start, Mr. Belcher, are there any remaining points of 
difference between the Bureau of the Budget, or is this partnership 
idea the only one? 

Mr. Dexnermer. The partnership idea has not been explored as far 
as we are concerned. The one difference is the technical one on the 
peaking power sales, as I understand our discussions with the Bureau 
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of the Budget. I believe that is the only technical difference that we 
have now. 

Senator Anperson. Very well, Mr. Belcher. 

Mr. Bevcner. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which is 
brief, consisting of 4 pages, and with your permission I would like to 
read it. 

I should like to say also that I have with me Mr. Carl Schwartz, 
Chief of the Division of Resources and Civil Works of the Bureau, and 
Mr. Peterson, his assistant. If any technical questions come up I would 
like to ask them to answer. 

Mr. O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, does the record show that the 
Department of the Interior recommended this project to the Bureau 
of the Budget ¢ 

Senator Anperson. Yes. That is correct; is it not? You have 
recommended this project for consideration, have you not, to the 
Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir, we have. 

Mr. O’Manonry. In other words, when you went before the Bureau 
for the estimates for the current appropriation bills, Yellowtail was 
included ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir, that was included in the Secretary’s re- 
quest before the budget was preps ared. 

Mr. O’Manonry. What was the amount? 

Mr. Dexuerer. $5 million. 

Mr. O’Manonry. Was that a preliminary amount ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. That would get the work underway with respect 
to necessary preliminary work. 

Mr. O’Manoney. The total estimate was what ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. $120 million, I believe. 

Mr. O’Manonry. There are some expenditures in the past—is that 
not right ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. There has been two and a half million total spent 
on the project in planning and working up designs and preparing the 
various reports. Mr. Clinton corrects me. He says the total estimate 
for this feature is $95 million. 

Mr. O’Manoney. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Belcher, will you proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF DONALD R. BELCHER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF 
THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Betcuer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
rere. before the committee today in response to your letter of 
March 7, 1955, inviting representatives of the Bureau of the Budget 
to testify with respect to my letter to the Billings (Mont.) Chamber 
of Commerce of January 27, 1955, regarding the reasons for not in- 
cluding the Yellowtail project in the 1956 budget. 

In my letter, a copy of which I am submitting for insertion in the 
record, I pointed out two considerations which resulted in this project 
not being included : 

) The fact that, in our judgment, the possibility of a satisfactory 
partnership arrangement for local participation in this project had 
not been fully considered, and 
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2) The fact that our review of the Yellowtail project as presently 
magnate’ indicated that to provide for the repayment of the 
power investment would require power rates higher than those now 
prevailing in the area. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDEN’, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C, January 27, 1950. 
(CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Billings, Mont. 

GENTLEMEN: The President has referred to us numerous jetters and telegrams 
received from residents in the Billings area requesting the i.itiation of construc- 
tion of the Yellowtail Dam project in Montana. 

The President’s 1956 budget message to the Congress emphasized that achieve 
ment of resource development basic to the economic progres; and security of the 
Nation requires encouragement of local, public, and private initiative. The Presi 
dent has referred on numerous occasions to the need for creating a spirit of 
cooperation between Federal and uon-Federal interests in the construction of 
water-resources projects. He believes that where non-Federal groups are willing 
to undertake such developments, either on their own responsibility or in partner 
ship with the Federal Government, they should be encouraged and supported 
in doing so. 

We believe that the possibility of local participation in the construction of the 
Yellowtail Dam has not been fully explored. If a satisfactory partnership project 
can be developed, authorizing legislation similar to that proposed in the 1956 
budget for several other partne —. projects will be submitted to the Congress 

Furthermore, our review of the Federal project as presently contemplated 
indicated that to provide for the repayment of the power investment would re- 
quire power rates higher than those now prevailing in the area. 

In view of the foregoing circumstances, the project was not included in the 
1956 budget. 

The number of telegrams and other communications that we received from the 
Billings area indicated the amount of interest in this project. Because of this 
interest, I hope that you can give the contents of this letter as widespread )ub- 
licity as possible in the Billings area. 

Sincerely yours, 
DoNALD R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 


I should like first to comment on the importance of exploring the 
possibility of developing a satisfactory partnership arrangement. 
This, of course, is clearly in line with the policies enunciated by the 
President. In his state of the Union message delivered to Congress on 
January 6, 1955, the President said that— 


* * * the Nation must adhere to three fundamental policies: First, to develop, 
wisely use, and to conserve basic resources from generation to generation; 
second, to follow the historic pattern of developing these resources primarily by 
private citizens under fair provisions of law, including restraints for proper 
conservation; and third, to treat resource development as a partnership under 
taking—a partnership in which the participation of private citizens and State 
and local governments is as necessary as is Federal participation. 


Also in the 1956 budget message the President said : 


To the greatest extent possible, the responsibility for resource development, 
and its cost, should be borne by those who receive the benefits. In many in- 
stances private interests or State and local governments can best carry on the 
needed programs. In other instances Federal participation or initiative may be 
necessary to safeguard the public interest or to accomplish broad national obiec- 
tives, where projects because of size or complexity are beyond the means or needs 
of local public or private enterprise. 


In the light of that policy it seems clear that further exploration of 
partnership possibilities for the Yellowtail project is essential. I un- 
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derstand that some such exploration is now being considered by the 
companies in the area. Incidentally, the record of the heari ings before 
the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs on April 29 and 30, 1954, con- 
tains testimony to the effect that if Congress determines that the Yel- 
lowt: nn project is economically sound and should be built, the Montana 
Pow ver Co. would like to consider participation in the power features 
of the project under the Government’s partnership program. 

1 turn now to the matter of the rates for power which would be re- 
quired to provide for repayment of the estimated power investment. 
The conclusion expressed in my letter was based on information con- 
tained in a general statement of April 1954, prepared by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, which was made a part of the record during the hearings 
to which I have previously referred, 

The repayment table sets forth total firm commercial sales on an in- 
tegrated power system basis for the first 50 years of project operations 
of 26,019 million kilowatt-hours and total revenues at $175,568,050, o1 
an average of 6.75 mills per kilowat-hour. The Missouri River Basin 
system average firm power rate is 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. Ac- 
cording to reports of the Rural Electrification Administration, for the 
fiscal year 1953, cooperatives in Montana are buying about 170 million 
kilowatt-hours of power annually from all suppliers, including the 
Federal and private systems, for about 5.0 mills per kilowatt-hour. It 
is also understood that the cost of power at the new Montana Power 
Co. standby steam plant would be about 6.0 mills per kilowatt-hour 
with interest and taxes included. Therefore. we concluded that 6.75 
mills per kilowatt-hour appears to be a high rate for the area 

We have recently been advised by the Bureau of Reel: amation th at, 
to obtain the revenues estimated in the report, the firm power output 
of the plant would be sold as commercial and peaking energy with load 
factors of 50 and 10 percent, respectively, and corresponding average 
rates of 5.5 and 13.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. The Bureau of Reclama- 
tion believes that there is a market for this type of power and that 
such rates are obtainable. We thoroughly agree that, if the power 
can be sold at these rates, the revenues available from the project 
should be sufficient to provide for the repayment of the power invest- 
ment. However, no evidence has been presented to us that would ef- 
fective ly demonstrate that this can be done. 

In this connection, I should like to point out that the general state- 
ment of April 1954, to which I have already referred and on which 
we have based our conclusions, was transmitted informally to the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator O’Manonry. By whom? 

Mr. Bercuer. I think it originally came to us from some Congress- 
man. It has been sponsored, however, by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and we regard it as their official position. 

Senator O’Manonry. It came to you formally or informally ? 

Mr. Bevcner. Informally. 

Senator O’Manonry. Did it come to you from the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation or some Congressman ? 

Mr. Bercuer. I will stand corrected if I am wrong, but my recol- 
lection is that it came from some Congressman; but we have discussed 
it with the Bureau of Reclamation. 
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Senator O’Manonry. Do you not have a record of where it came 
from ¢ 

Mr. Betcuer. Mr. Schwartz will answer that question, please. 

Mr. Scuwarrz. It is my recollection that we had a copy sent to us 
from the House committee last spring after they completed their hear 
ings. I think at the same time we had a copy furnished to us inform- 
ally from the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator O’Manonry. Was this statement in the record of the House 
committee hearings 4 

Mr. Scriwarrz. Yes, sir. 

Senator O'Manonry. Who put it in the record ? 

Mr. Scuwarrz. The Bureau of Reclamation in their testimony be 
fore the committee. 

Senator O’Marionery. So that is the Bureau of Reclamation state- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Scrrwarrz. That is correct. 

Mr. Beicuer. In 1950, with respect to the original proposal, the 
Federal Power Commission expressed doubt that the revenues would 
be sufficient to provide for the repayment of the power Investment, 
Ilowever, we have not had the views of the Commission on the re- 
vised report. 

‘| he Federal Power Commission is continuously engaged in concduct- 
ing power-marketing studies in this and other areas, and we believe 
that its views on the present proposal should be obtained. Should 
the Federal Power Commission now determine that the proposal of 
the Bureau of Reclamation for marketing of power from the Yellow- 
tail Dam is reasonable, the Bureau of the Budget is prepared to recon- 
sider its position as to the financial feasibility of the project. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ANperson. May I ask a question or two here / 

Mr. Walker, since we are all here, may I return to page 3 now of 
Mr. Belcher’s prepared statement in the middle paragraph : 

The Missouri River Basin system average firm power rate is 5.5 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour. 

Does that check with your information 4 

Mr. Waker. Yes, that is correct. The Missouri River Basin 
average firm rate is 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Senator Anperson. It says: 

It is also understood that the cost of power at the new Montana Power Co. 
standby steam plant would be about 6.0 mills per kilowatt hour. 

Do you believe that to be approximately correct ¢ 

Mr. Waker. I could not testify on that, sir. 

Senator ANperson. At least he comes to a final conclusion: 

Therefore, we concluded that 6.75 mills per kilowatt-hour appears to be a 
high rate for the area. 

You have concluded that the project is feasible 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anpgerson. What is your comment on this statement ? 

Mr. Waker. I think Mr. Belcher brought out that he arrived at 
the 6.75 mills by taking the gross firm revenues over the 50 years 
and dividing them by the gross firm kilowatt-hours. That is explained 
in the table we now have attached here by breaking down the energy 
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into firm commercial sales at 5.5 mills and more or less peaking sales 
at 10 percent load factor. 

Nevertheless, both rates there are based on this interim rate for 
power that we have previously described in our testimony. That 
would explain why the 6.75 is merely a matter of happenstance in 
coming out that way. It should not be used as a gage of what we are 
actually selling the power for. 

Sen: ator Anperson. Now what would be your comment on that, Mr. 
Belcher 

Mr. Bi rcHeR. My statement in the letter to which we addressed our- 
selves here was based upon information in our hand at the time the 
letter was written. That is the information contained in the hearing 
of April 1954. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Walker, when was this document labeled 
March 1955 prepared? It was fairly recently, I assume. 

Mr. Wavxer. Yes, sir. I think the date is on there; March 16, i 5. 
That is in the lower righthand corner. It is on the payout study : 
the bottom of the page. 

Senator Anprerson. Therefore, the Bureau of the Budget had no 
opportunity to examine this chart before Mr. Bele her’s testimony ? 

Mr. Waker. We did have a meeting on March 16 with the Budget 
Bureau in which we gave them this table and went over it with them. 

Senator ANperson. With that table in front of you, would you still 
feel that the 6.75 mill figure is correct 4 

Mr. Bertcuer. I am not sure. We have not examined it. The prin- 
cipal difference here is the use of peaking power at the higher rate of 
around 13 mills. 

Senator Anperson. If you did examine it and the rates here are 
5.5 mills for firm power and 13.18 mills for peaking power were 
correct, would that change the Bureau of the Budget’s position ? 

Mr. Betcuer. Assuming those are correct, you still have the ques- 
tion of the marketing of such power at those particular rates. 

Senator Anprerson. I am trying to see if we can resolve one prob- 
lem at a time. 

Mr. Bevcuer. T understand. I think this hangs pretty much on the 
peaking-power possibilities and the marketability of that quantity of 
peaking power. That is why I am suggesting that the matter be 
referred to the Federal Power Commission, who are experts in that 
field. I have said if they come up with a conclusion supporting the 
Bureau of Reclamation’s opinion, we are quite prepared to reconsider 
our views so far as financial feasibility is concerned. 

Senator Anperson. I think we would be justified in asking the 
Federal Power Commission for its views. Do you think there would 
be anything wrong with that, Mr. Dexheimer ? 

Mr. Dexnermmer. We would have no objection. 

Senator Anperson. We did not ask them to appear here today and 
did not ask them for an opinion because I was not aware that this 
point was coming up. But we will ask them for a supplementary 
statement on that. Would you mind if we referred a letter to you 
from the Federal Power Commission and asking you to reply instead 
of asking you to come up toa hear ing? 

Mr. Bevcuer. That is quite acc eptable to us, 

Senator Anperson. It would be much easier. 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes, sir. 





Weis. 
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Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

If that clears up the question of rate, then we would come to this 
question of marketing. We will refer that, then, to the Federal Power 
(ommission because that question of the marketing of peaking power 
at that rate is one on which they should be expert and should be able 
io testify. 

Have you made any investigation of it before submitting those 
figures?) On what is this estimate of yours based, experience in the 
area ¢ 

Mr. Warxker. I would like to explain that. In the testimony this 
morning I explained that we would have these peaking kilowatts with 
a small amount of energy which could be integrated into the system 
and used with other nonfirm ene rgy in the system, and the combina 
tion would then be sold as firm power. 

In attributing values of this power to Yellowtail, it seems proper 
to use the 15.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. The other powerplant or 
powerplants in the system providing this nonfirm energy would get 
credit in the 5144 and 3 mill block for the amount of energy they 
provided, the aggregate of which would be sold as firm power. We 
have investigated, as I mentioned this morning, and found out that 
there is adequate nonpeaking energy—that is, offpeak energy—in the 
system to fully absorb the peaking kilowatts that would come out of 
Yellowtail so that the aggregate could be marketed as firm power, 

Senator Anprrson. Any additional information you can supply us 


on that point would be very desirable. 


Mr. Waker. I would be elad to. 

Senator Anperson. I think your testimony is sufficient, but since 
the Bureau of the Budget has some question on it, anything you can 
give us in the nature of additional amplification of your statement 
would be desirable both to the Bureau of the Budget and to us. 

Mr. Betcuer. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. If you will do that, then, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


INTEGRATION OF PEAKING POWER 


An annual average of 85,000 kilowatts of peaking capacity together with 
74 million kilowatt-hours will be available at Yellowtail for integration with off- 
peak energy from other plants on the Federal Missouri River basin system so that 
the combined product can be sold as commercial firm power at market load 
factor. Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate that during December of 1960, 1965, and 
1970 there is ample offpeak system energy to fully integrate with the firm peak- 
ing capacity and energy from Yellowtail. Since December is the month of maxi- 
mum system demand and falls in a period in which water releases are restricted 
at the main stem dams, it is considered as a critical month. If adequate offpeak 
system energy is available in this month, it should be available in equal or greater 
quantities during the other months of the year. 

In order to demonstrate equitable creditation of revenues to each source con- 
tributing to the combination of capacity and energy making up firm commercial 
service table 3 has been included to show total revenne on a unit basis, with 
credits to Yellowtail and to other system plants. This table also indicates the 
derivation of the average of 13.8 mills per kilowatt-hour, used in establishing the 
revenues attributable to the Yellowtail units’ contribution of peaking power ind 
10-percent load factor energy to the pooled scale. 


AVAILABILITY OF AND REQUIREMENT FOR OFFPEAK ENERGY 


(Tables 1 and 2 appear on pp. 42 and 43.) 
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TABLE 2.—Energy required from other system plants for combination wit! 
Yellowtail peaking capacity and energy to permit commercial firm sale 


1960 | 1965 1970 
| 
| ' or ! 
Decem-| } Decem- Decen 
ber | ber | ber | 
peaking} Time », peaking) Time |p, _~|peaking! Time |, 
capa- (utiliz ed E nergy capa- jutilized unOrs capa utilized|! nerey 
bi ility at) | bility at ibility at | 
2 arket market E market 
ae esmaineoes a | _ 
| Kilo- | Mil Kilo- Mil kilo- Mil 
| watts Hours 7 ‘h watts Hours kwh. | watt Hours kwh 
Energy for commercial sale 49, 824 350 4 | 72, 900 350 25.5 | 80, 890 350 28.3 
Energy iVailable from j } | | 
Yellowtail. ... | 49, 824 73 3.6 | 72, 900 73 5.3 | 80,890 7 


Balance of system | | | 
energy required.....}.....- ‘ min 13.8 | ‘ 20. 2 2. 4 


DIVISION OF AVERAGE FIRM REVENUE 


Table 3, which follows, demonstrates on a unit basis the division of the revenue 
between Yellowtail and other plants on the interconnected system. It is based 
on the sale of one kilowatt and 350 kilowatt-hours during a month as integrated 
firm power. 

This sale is evaluated by application of the Interim Schedule of Rates for 
Wholesale Firm Power Service, Missouri River Basin project—Eastern Division, 
designated as schedule MRB—-F4, which provides a monthly rate as follows: 

Capacity charge : $0.75 per kilowatt of billing demand. 

Energy charge: First $250 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 3.5 
mills per kilowatt-hour. All over 250 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing de 
mand at 3.0 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

The table shows that a unit sale as above would provide a revenue of $1,925, 
of which $1.0055 would be credited to Yellowtail, and $0.9195 to other plants 
Dividing these revenues by the kilowatt-hours associated in each case, indicates 
average rates per kilowatt-hour of 5.5 mills, 13.8 mills and 3.3 mills, respectively 


TABLE 3 


Integrated sal Yellowtail i Other plants 
i | . 
Unit Rate |Revenue| Unit Rate | Revenue | Unit Rate | Revenue 
Kilowatt ___- ae 1 |$0. 75 $0.75 | 1 |$0. 75 $0.75 | 
Kilowatt-hour : 250 0035 875 | 73 | .0035 2555 177 |$0. 0035 #0. 6195 
Do 100 003 30 | : | 100 003 30 
Total revenue : 1. 925 - 1. 0055 J ‘ 9195 
Average revenue per kilo 
watt-hour 4 ata 0055 : 0138 0033 


Senator Anperson. I think this is a fine statement you have made, 
and unquestionably you have covered the ground. Naturally, you 
do not try to put every little detail of your calculations in the final 
figures you submit. 

Mr. Waker. That is correct. 

Senator Anpgrson. If you go a little further into the question on 
the basis at which you arrived at the 13.8 mills and the reason you 
think such a rate is obtainable by mixing with the nonfirm power and 
thereby making it firm power, which is the customary practice, we 
would be very h: appy to have that. 

Then that would cover the rate question pretty well, would it not, 
if we got some additional information of that nature / 

61721—55—-4 
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Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. May I refer now to page 2 of your statement, 
Mr. Belcher, where you say: 

In the light of that policy it seems clear that further exploration of partner- 
ship possibilities for the Yellowtail project is essential. 

Who do you think should do that ? 

Mr. Beircuer. My judgment would be that the leadership there 
should be exercised by the Department of the Interior. I think it is 
not for the Bureau of the Budget. It is a part of the policy laid down 
by the President, and it would seem to me that the natural leader- 
ship responsibility would fall to the Department of the Interior. 

Senator Anperson. Let me turn back to the message of the Presi- 
dent which you quoted. You say: 

* * * the Nation must adhere to three fundamental policies: First, to develop, 
wisely use, and to conserve basic resources from generation to generation ; 
second, to follow the historic pattern of developing these resources primarily by 
private citizens under fair provisions of law, including restraints for proper 
conservation. 

I desire to ask Mr. Dexheimer, How large is the Yellowtail Dam 
compared with the average structure? Could you compare it against 
the Roosevelt Dam in Arizona / 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yellowtail would be about 480 feet in height in 
a narrow canyon. The Roosevelt Dam is just under 300 feet. It is 
a different type of structure that was built some 50 years ago. In 
a narrow cane. at that time we did not design these dams as well 
as we can today because we did not have control over materials and 
things. It is built of masonry. 

Senator Anperson. This is a little bit bigger and higher than the 
Roosevelt Dam. Was the Roosevelt Dam built by private citizens 
under fair provisions of the law ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. No, sir; it was built by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Anperson. Do you know a dam the size of the Yellowtail 
Dam that was built by private citizens ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. There are several not quite so high in the country 
that have been built by private power companies. For example, Hetch 
Hetchy in California would be one. 

Senator ANperson. It is Hetch Hetchy, is it not ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir. There are some that have been built by 
private utilities and some by public bodies. I can think of one in 
particular that is outstanding. The city of Seattle built on the Skagit 
River in Washington, Ross Dam. It has been built in three stages. 
The third stage is now complete, which brings it up to 500 feet. They 
contemplate a fourth stage before long to increase the height to a 
little over 600 feet. 

Senator Anperson. That, however, is in a fairly good market area, 
isitnot? Power can be easily sold ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The power has been absorbed in the city of Seattle 
and the surrounding area, and it is sold by the city and by their de- 
partment of light. I woule 1 like to clear up perhaps a little misunder- 

standing on this sale of power on the 13.8 mill rate, if I might. 

For the benefit of the committee, this 13.8 mills is not the price 
that we would get from a customer for esiling that power. It is a 
credit to the Yellowtail powerplant that would be obtained because 
of having this additional peaking power available. 
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Senator ANperson. You would have a blended price ? 

Mr. Drxueimer. Yes, sir. We would take the credit at Yellowtail 

for power that would be sold from these other large dams that are 
comparatively low head and now selling the power at perhaps three 
and a half mills. We would take that power and combine it with 
this Yellowtail power and get a combined rate of perhaps five and a 
half or a little higher rate per kilowatt-hour. We do not anticipate 
we would actually sell power and collect 13.8 mills. 

Senator Anperson. I am glad you cleared it up for the record. The 
use of a blended price is not particularly novel / 

Dr. Dexnetmer. It is standard procedure with power generating 
and distribution facilities any place. 

Senator ANpERSON. You mentioned the Ross Dam and some other 
dams. Are those single-purpose dams or multiple-purpose dams ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. The Ross Dam is a single-purpose power project. 

Senator Anperson. The Yellowtail Dam is a multiple-purpose ¢ 

Mr. Dexnetmer. Yes; for irrigation, flood control, recreation, fish 
and wildlife, and so on. 

Senator Anperson. Do you know of comparable size projects that 
are multiple-purpose projects that have been built by private citizens ? 

Mr. Dexuetmmer. No, sir; I do not know of any. 

Senator Anperson. Then the third part of the President’s criteria 
was: 

To treat resource development as a partnership undertaking—a partnership 
in which the participation of private citizens and State and local governments 
is as necessary as is Federal participation. 

In the work of the Bureau of Reclamation, you try to get the partic 
pation of all agencies and groups of people in the fin: il stages of the 
program ¢ 

Mr. Dexnetmrer. Yes, sir. In the initial stages and the preparation 
all the way through. In the report on Yellowtail which was made 
in 1950, all the people in the area and the States and any agency that 
was interested, including all the representatives of Federal agencies, 
were included in that planning. The study which Mr. Walker referred 
to as interagencies is a joint cooperative arrangement between all Fed- 
eral agencies interested and the States and their fish and game and 
other representatives. 

Senator Anverson. Whether or not I agree with each one of the 
President’s statements, in view - the fact that they are the official posi 
tion of the President of the United States, would you not feel that the 
Bureau of Reclamation or the Department of the Interior does have 
some responsibility in trying to run down this question of the possi- 
bility of a partnership arrangement to see what the active possibilities 
are ¢ 

Mr. Dexuermer. Yes, sir; we think we have that responsibility. 
However, at this stage without knowing when or whether we are going 
to build the dam, we are in a very poor position to go to a power com- 
pany and ask them if they would want to participate. We do not think 
the time is ripe for that. 

Senator ANDERSON. You recognize that gets back to the illustration 
I used in this committee once before. I had this friend who is afflicted 
with alcoholism. He wanted to marry a very lovely young lady. She 
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would not marry him until he would quit drinking, and he could not 
quit drinking until she marr ied him. 

Here you are. You do not believe that you are authorized to explore 
these partnership transactions until the dam is authorized; the Bureau 
of the Budget does not believe the dam should be authorized until 
you explore the pa artnership possibilities which effectively keep Yellow- 
tail Dam under wraps. I am hopeful that even though you would not 
ordinarily mavbe go too far in this direction, in view of the letter from 
the Bureau of the Budget. which is the official position of the admin- 
istration, it does seem to me desirable that you at least explore it with 
these ~ companies. 

I tried to explore it a little bit by finding out if they are interested 
in a partnership arrangement. T heir telegram is in the record. They 
are not too interested in it right now. That is why [ asked if we ought 
not to clear that question up by an affirmative inquiry addressed to 
both of them, saying that the hearing developed the fact that the 
_ au of the Budget feels that an effort should be made to explore 

he partnership arrangement; the clear statements of the President 
indie ate that he would like to proceed on that basis; and would it not 
be desirable to have a statement from them whether they wish to go 
into a partnership arrangement. 

Mr. Secretary, that is probably a policy decision that Mr. Dex 
heimer should not take, but it does seem to be well within your prov- 
ince and we would appreciate it if you would consider the possibility 
of exploring that with these companies. 

Mr. Davis. I agree with you, Senator. We propose to do that. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. That would be helpful, 
and the Montana Senators would appreciate it and the people would 
appreciate it. 

I have used the term whether it is authorized. It has been au- 
thorized, but the authorization is meaningless until the money is com- 
ing from the appropriation bill. Obviously, we are not going to get 
an appropriation for this dam through the Congress unless we are 
able to clear up this point somewhere along the line as to how it is to 
be done. 

Senator O'Mahoney. 

Senator O’Manonry. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness 
or anybody who can answer whether the partnership policy of which 
we hear so much has been stated by any official agency or by the Presi- 
dent. You have quoted, sir, in your letter from the state of the Union 
message delivered by President Eisenhower and from the budget mes- 
sage. As I read them, neither of these is a detailed statement of what 
a partnership program should be. If I read correctly the testimony 
of Mr. Hughes just a few days ago before the House committee, he 
felt that it was the function of Congress to decide what the partner- 
ship program is. I confess that I am a little bit puzzled by what I 
heard here this morning. 

First, we have the statement of the Bureau of the Budget—and I 
think that goes for the Department, Mr. Under Secretary Davis—that 
Yellowtail Dam has been recommended, and that in view of the De- 
partment of the Interior there is ample marketing demand for the 
power to be developed by the Yellowstone Dam as envisaged by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. The program, though recommended by the 
Secretary of the Interior, has not been approved by the Bureau of the 
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Budget. The reason for the failure to approve seems to me to be 
little bit indefinite. 

Mr. Belcher, in explaining his letter to the Chamber of Commerce 
f Billings, says that there were two considerations which moved the 
Bureau of the Budget. The first was the fact, in your judgment, of 
the possibility of a satisfactory partnership arrangement for local 
participation in this project had not been fully considered; and two, 
the fact that our review of the Yellowtail project as presently con 
templated indicated that to provide for the repayment of the power 
investment would require power rates higher than those now prevail- 
ing in the area. 

The first of these reasons given by you depends wholly upon what a 
satisfactory partnership arrangement is. Can you define it 4 

Mr. Betcuer. Senator, I think I would find it very difficult to de 
fine it in terms of specifics, because I think the arrangements must vary 
depending upon the project under consideration. I think they might 
vary very materially. 

If any outside company or group of companies makes a proposal 
here in the partnership direction, then I think that has to be considered 
on its merits, 

Senator O’Manonry. You seem to be assuming that the partner- 
ship the President had in mind was a partnership in companies. He 
did not say that. 

Mr. Betcrrer. No; I did not intend to say that, Senator. 

Senator O’Manoney. But you did say it. 

Mr. Bevcuer. I am citing an illustration. I say, for example, com 
ing down to Yellowtail that if these two companies—whose message 
came into the record this morning—come up with a partnership pro 
cram, then I think it has to be examined on its merits. 

Senator O’Manonry. I am trying to find out in general terms 
you cannot be specific, of course, because different projects are different 

detail—what your concept is of a partnership proposal. Then I 
aid like to know what the concept of the Interior De partment is, 
and I would like to know what the concept of the President is, if he has 
suggested any. 

Mr. Betcuer. I would like to answer your question, sir, but I do 
not, know how to state it any better than [ have. I think each project 
has to stand on its own feet. It may be in certain projects that part 
nership is impossible. It may be that the partne rship proposed would 
not be in the public interest, in which case it ought to be re _— 
Another project may have a perfectly satisfactory partnership a 
rangement. 

Senator O’Mattonry. Let me read to you from the President’s mes 
sage, as quoted by you. This is on page 2 of your statement. The 
President said: 

* * * the Nation must adhere to three fundamental policies: First, to develop, 
wisely use, and to conserve basic resources from generation to generation. 
We can all agree with that. 

Second, to follow the historic pattern of developing these resources primarily 
by private citizens under fair provisions of law, including restraints for proper 
conservation. 

Those words can also obtain the complete agreement of almost any 


Member of Congress. 
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I point out to you, sir, that the President uses the words “private 
citizens.” 

Then we proceed : 

And third, to treat resource development as a partnership undertaking—a 
partnership in which the participation of private citizens and State and local 
governments is as necessary as is Federal participation. 

As I interpret that, there being no mention of any companies or 
corporate interests, that is a de finite and clear declaration of a part- 
nership between the Federal Government, the State government, and 
the local private citizen. Where do we get the companies in 4 

Then we go to the budget message. Of course, the budget message 
passed through the Bureau of the Budget. I have no doubt that the 

sureau of the Budget knows something about it. 

To the greatest extent possible, the responsibility for resource development, 
and its cost, should be borne by those who receive the benefits. In many in- 
stances private interests 
This is private interests, not private citizens 
or State and local governments can best carry on the needed programs. In other 
instances Federal participation or initiative may be necessary to safeguard the 
public interest or to accomplish broad national objectives, where projects because 
of size or complexity are beyond the means or needs of local public or private 
enterprise. 

That is the only definition I can find of what is meant by partner- 
ship. Has the Bureau of the Budget sought to define it ? 

Mr. Beicurr. If I may comment first, first I am not a lawyer; and 
second, I do not think I am in a position to interpret what the 
President had in mind. I can say what the words mean to me. 

Senator O’Manoney. Let me comment, to lay the groundwork here. 
It makes no difference that you are not a lawyer. You are here as the 
representative of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Betcuer. That is right. 

Senator O’Manoney. Your service in the Bureau of the Budget 
has obviously been of such a character as to cause Mr. Hughes to send 
you up as the re presentative and to allow you to write the letter which 
you wrote to the Chamber of Commerce up in Billings, Mont. 

Mr. Bevcuer. That is correct, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. So I think you are an altogether able and 
adequate spokesman for the Bureau of the Budget. Inasmuch as it is 
the Bureau of the Budget that has taken this action, whether you are 
a lawyer or not, you are here to explain it. 

Mr. Beucuer. Yes, sir. I was about to say I will tell you what I 
understand that language to mean. When I read the language—the 
President says in one place says “private citizens” and the second 
quotation says “private interests.” I would interpret those as being 
synonymous. Corporations would be viewed as private citizens so far 
as the implication of this language is concerned. Obviously, private 
citizens could not mean one single individual. It must mean a group 
of people; namely, a corporation, which acts as a private citizen and 
which comes forward, if it will, with proposals for a partnership. 

Senator O’Manoney. You do not contemplate any sort of a group 
which is not a corporation ? 

Mr. Betcuer. No; I cannot. 

Senator O’Manonry. There are such, but that is neither here or 
there in the point we have before us. 
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What I am driving at is that if you do not agree that in these two 
statements the President was careful to lay particular emphasis on 
local public or private enterprise—local 

That is in the budget message. 

Mr. Beicuer. | see the words “local government,” but I do not see 
anything to indicate that the private citizens need to be local. I do not 
see it in the language. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is what I am getting at. I recall the 
reports that in the so-called Dixon-Yates transaction the Bureau of 
the Budget invited a gentleman from Massachusetts to observe as an 
adviser to prepare the proposal which was then suggested to the AEC 
to provide electrical energy for the TVA in spite of the fact that the 
TVA did not want it. Is that the sort of local enterprise the President 
was referring to? 

Mr. Betcuer. My understanding of the Dixon-Yates record does 
not accord with that. On the other hand, I did not actively partici- 
pate in the Dixon-Yates matter. I did not understand that any pri- 
vate citizen was engaged by the Bureau of the Budget to write a 
proposed contract. 

Senator O’Manonry. I did not say he wrote it. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Wenzell of the First Boston Corp. 

Senator O’Mauonry. Mr. Wenzell was invited by the Bureau of 
the Budget to consult with them here to prepare that transaction. 

Mr. Chairman, you are chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. Have I not stated this correctly ? 

Senator Anprrson. I do not know that I would go quite that far 
because we were not able to find out. ‘Time after time we asked who 
initiated the Dixon- Yates contract and there was always vagueness. 
Mr. Hughes did not know, he testified; Mr. Strauss did not know, he 
testified. Nobody did know. But finally in a memorandum we came 
across the fact that Mr. Wenzell was down as a nonpaid consultant to 
the Bureau of the Budget and he is reporting back to his company of 
the conferences he had on the Dixon-Yates contract from which I 
assume he was doing that work. 

Senator O’Manonry. Of course, I do not want to transform this 
into a Dixon- Yates contract. I do want to find out whether the Bureau 
of the Budget is at odds with the Department of the Interior with 
respect to w hat the partnership program is going to be. 

Mr. Betcuer. I have no evidence of that fact. I have proposed that 
the Department of the Interior take the leadership here, and I under- 
stand the Under Secretary to agree with that. 

Senator ANDERSON. May I bre: ik in for just a second, Mr. Secretary, 
and ask whether it might not be possible to pin down the date at w hich 
you have a chance to canvass this situation with whatever groups 
might be necessary for a partnership arrangement? In other words, 
this is still in March. Could we have some sort of determination of 
this by perhaps the first of May’ Would that be a reasonable date, at 
least for a report on it? 

Mr. Davis. I will be happy to report then, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. I am only saying this, Mr. Secretary, because I 
do think we have to get this question of partnership pinned down 
before the people of Montana and the adjoining areas can ask for an 
appropriation. If they are going to be denied the appropriation on 
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the grounds that they have not yet sufficiently explored a partnership 
arrangement, then I think it is too bad. They have not had their 
chance. 

If, however, you can come back to us and say, “We have explored it 
and the people out there would still like to consider it and are making 
these steps toward it and are making progress,” then I would not be 
disturbed by a delay. If, however, they would be willing to say right 
at the beginning, “This is a multiple- purpose project; it involves 
reclamation, it involves many things and we are not interested and we 
eannot do it any more than any other dam under these circumstances 
could be built,” then that fact should be established. I am quite sure 
the Bureau of the Budget would say, no partnership arrangement 
being possible, “Gio ahead and ask for your appropriation.” Or I 
would hope that would be the position, 

I am not trying to commit the Bureau by inference or otherwise 
because you will speak for yourselves when the time comes, and I will 
accord you that privilege. I do not believe that this should drag on. 
It has been authorized for 10 years. We are now trying to find a way 
of kicking it loose. Just as you were willing to take some extraord1- 
nary steps the other day to try to help the people of Arizona and Cali- 
fornia to get straightened out on a controversy of theirs, I think it 
would be very helpful if you would try to speed up this one thing so 
we know (1) what a desirable partnership would be, as the Senator 
from Wyoming was pointing out, and (2) whether anyone was inter- 
ested suflicie ntly so that the project should be further postponed. 

Mr. Davis. I agree with everything you say. I agree that vague 
thoughts of partnership should not be allowed to defeat this pr oject. 
I think it should be a definite tangible evidence of intention to pro- 
ceed along some line that appears to be reasonably acceptable, or we 
are not justified in that. I would be very happy to explore it and 
report to you. I do not know about deadliness, but yes, May 1 or as 
rapidly as we can get the matter to a head to see whether there is 
any real possibility in the situation. 

Senator Anprerson. I think that is a very fine statement. 

Senator O’Manoney. I quite agree with what the chairman has said, 
and I may say here that every time we have had the opportunity to 
talk with Under Secretary Davis we have found intelligent coopera- 
tion. 

Senator Anprerson. That is why I welcomed him so cordially this 
morning. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is why I was afraid when you intimated 
that he could go back to his office. I did not want him to go until he 
had made this statement. 

Mr. Davis. I thought I would just as well stay rather than be 
called back. 

Senator Anperson. I have to explain to the Senator from Wyo- 
ming— 

Senator O’Manoney. I want to make it clear that the people have 
drawn the inference from your letter to the Chamber of Commerce 
that it was not a definite and specific statement of the reason and that 
it was so vague that some drew the inference from it that the Bureau 
of the Budget was not intending to cooperate with the Bureau of 
Reclamation in proceeding with this project. 
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When the Bureau bases its report on many estimates that are sent 
up to Congress upon balancing the budget, upon excessive costs and 
matters of that kind, of course the Bureau of the Budget is acting 
complete ly within the boundaries of its authority. But there _ been 

i feeling in Congress for many years, I might say, that the Bureau 
of the Budget has frequently undertaken to perform other duties. 
This is long before the present administration. This would include 
invasion of what the Bureau of Reclamation and other bureaus con- 
sider to be their jurisdiction and what the committees of Congress 
conceive to be their jurisdiction. 

We know, for example, that every Government official is prohibited 
from making any representations to Congress which are at variance 
with the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget. When the 
estimates come up, then the members of any department are bound not 
to testify against that estimate. You are looking doubtful- 

Mr. Bevcuer. I think you are taking in a good deal of territory, if 
I may say so. 

Senator O’Manonry. I mean to take the initiative. Of course, if a 
Member of Congress asks a question, then the employee is at liberty 
to answer. But if the question involves a question of policy, then 
sometimes—and I — out of a long experience on the A ppropria- 
tions Committee—the Government employee hesitates a long time 
before he answers because he is thinking of his job as well as the ques- 
tion asked by the Member of Congress. 

Mr. Beicuer. May I comment on that, sir? 

Senator O’Manonry. Surely. 

Mr. Bevcuer. I think what you are saying applies pretty generally 
to the appropriation process; but as I understand this arrangement, 
there is nothing to prohibit the Department of the Interior or the Sec- 
retary of the Army from sending to Congress project reports . The 
only requirement is that they first send them to the Bureau of the 
Budget. The Bureau of the Budget then has the privilege of com- 
menting. The agency, if it sends that re port to Congress, must send 
with it the comments of the Bureau of the Budget. Is that correct‘ 

Senator O’Manoney. That is correct. There is no doubt about that 
at all. What I am driving at now is just the definite fact that there 
is no hidden obstacle here with respect to partnership or any othe 
objective which has not been stated. The only authority you quote 
is that of the President of the United States. With those two quota- 
tions I think everybody in Congress can agree completely. This com- 
mittee and I am sure the Senators and the Congressman from Mon- 
tana would hate to believe that there was any hidden purpose to pre- 
vent the development of this particular project. 

Mr, Betcuer. May I comment again ‘ 

Senator O’Manoney. I am saying these things to get you to com- 
ment. 

Mr. Betcuer. I have pointed out the ways in which these two ob- 
jections which I stated in my letter can conceivably be met. I do not 
want the record to appear that if those two items are satisfactorily 
settled that the President will necessarily endorse a proposal for an 
appropriation. The President, as you very well know, has a budget 
policy. That budget policy over: all gets translated into expe nditures 
for particular programs. 

Senator O’Manoney. Certainly. 
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Mr. Betcuer. I did not say in my letter, but I assumed it was un- 
derstood, that if these obstacles were overcome the President still has 
to make a decision as to whether he wants to undertake an appropri- 
ation in a particular fiscal year. I wanted to be sure the record is 
clear. 

Senator O’Manoney. There is no doubt about that. Nobody on the 
committee has any other thought at all. But when all is said and 
done, unless this partnership program is made clear by somebody, then 
members of the legislative committee on one hand and the Appropri- 
ations Committee on the other have no basis on which to fix their con- 
clusions. 

I take it from your final statement in this letter that the Bureau of 
the Bureau is willing to reexamine this whole matter without regard 
to the vagueness of the definition of the partnership. 

Mr. Bercner. We are willing to reexamine the whole matter. It 
is conceivable that a proposal on partnership would come up that we 
would be prepared to endorse. It is conceivable that we might come 
to the conclusion after thorough exploration that no partnership pos- 
sibilities exist in this particular project. Those are both possibilities. 

Senator O’Manonry. You have answered what I intended to be my 
next question. 

Mr. Betcuer. I am sorry. 

Senator O’Manonry. That is perfectly all right. Iam glad to have 
an invitation voluntarily. Your answer is that a partnership is not 
necessary to the approval of this project, provided all other factors 
meet the requirements of the situation. 

Mr. Ber_cuer. I have tried to say that exploration was essential and 
what we would consider full and adequate exploration. 

Senator O’Manoney. And the Under Secretary has undertaken to 
stimulate that exploration, and I assume he will have the cooperation 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Bevcuer. He certainly will have. 

Senator O’Manoney (presiding). There are some other witnesses 
to appear. I assume, Mr. Under Secretary, you wish to be excused. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bevcner. Mr. Chairman, if I may be excused, I have other 
duties. 

Senator O’Manonry. Very well. 

Mr. Rising, will you take the stand. 


STATEMENT OF E. W. RISING, REPRESENTATIVE OF THE STATE 
WATER CONSERVATION BOARD OF MONTANA 


Mr. Ristne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is E. W. Rising. I am appearing today as 
the representative for the State Water Conservation Board of Mon- 
tana, of which our Governor is the chairman. I will also submit a 
letter from Hon. J. Hugo Aronson, Governor of the State of Montana, 
and a memorial of the Legislature of the State of Montana. 

I am also representing the Billings and Big Horn County Cham- 
bers of Commerce for the purpose of presenting a number of state- 
ments for the record. 

As the representative of the State Water Conservation Board of 
Montana, I am requested to repeat the statement of the board as shown 
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on page 75 of the hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House 
of Representatives, April 29, 1954, as follows: 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
STATE WATER CONSERVATION BOARD, 
Helena, Mont., April 16, 1954. 
Mr. E. W. RISING, 
Washington Representative, 
State Water Conservation Board, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Risinc: The State water conservation board is very desirous that 
the Yellowtail project in Big Horn County, Mont., be constructed at as early a date 
as possible. On July 6, 1953, the board wrote you requesting that you urge upon 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Congress the necessity for an early start on 
construction of this project as the board believes it to be very essential to the 
development of that area. 

We understand now that hearings relative to this project are to be held this 
month by congressional committees. This board requests that you give on its 
behalf full support to this project at these hearings. 

The board feels that this project is a key development in southeastern Montana 
and that its construction is needed to bring prosperity to that area through 
furnishing a water supply for irrigating lands, as well as through the needed 
electric energy Which will be created by it. The board already has a distressing 
problem in the vicinity of this project. It has constructed the Hysham pumping 
project, which is an irrigation development serving 7,600 acres of land in 
Treasure County. Present pumping installation requires 1,300 kilowatts while 
we are now limited to a power supply of 900 kilowatts. Thus further develop- 
ment on this pumping project has been halted awaiting the availability of an ad- 
ditional power supply. This is just one of the many problems that construction 
of the Yellowtail project would solve. 

Very truly yours, 
STATE WATER CONSERVATION BOARD, 
R. J. Ketty, Assistant Secretary. 


Mr. Chairman, it is next my privilege to read a letter written by 
our Governor, J. Hugo Aronson, as follows: 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Helena, March 19, 1955. 
Mr. E. W. RISING, 
Washington Representative, Montana State Water Conservation Board, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sir: In the matter before the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Sub- 
committee on Lrrigation and Reclamation, March 28, referring to the partnership 
proposal of the Bureau of the Budget, for construction of Yellowtail Dam, we 
desire the record to show that Montana’s partnership in water resource develop- 
ment is substantial now, but that it hasn’t funds to participate in construction of 
this size. The State has, since 1934, constructed many small projects, at a total 
cost of more than $10 million, bringing under irrigation some 400,000 acres of 
otherwise unproductive land. 

The State will continue the construction of small projects, thus providing its 
share of the cost of development of the nation’s water and land resources. 

Yours sincerely, 
J. Huco ARONSON, Governor. 

I next present for the record Senate Joint Memorial No. 3 of the 
Legislature of the State of Montana and approved by our Governor 
on February 26, 1955. I will read one paragraph as follows: 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the State of Montana, That the Congress of the United States be respectfully 
urged and requested to make sufficient funds available for the construction of 


Yellowtail Dam now on the Bighorn River in Big Horn County in southeastern 
Montana. 
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Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request that the entire memorial be 
printed in the record. 
(The document referred to follows :) 


SENATE JOINT MeEMorIAL No. 3 
Introduced by Balgord, Wallace, and Manning 


A Joint Memorial of the Senate and the House of Representatives of the State 
f Montana to the President of the United States, Dwight D. Eisenhower; 
Senator James Ek. Murray, of Montana; Senator Mike Mansfiield, of Montana; 
Senator Joseph C. O’Mahoney, of Wyoming; Senator Frank Barrett, of Wyo- 
ming; Congressman Lee Metcalf, of Montana; Congressman Orvin Fjare, of 
Montana; the Appropriations Committee of the United States Senate; the 
Appropriations Committee of the United States House of Representatives; the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the United States Senate; 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the United States House of 
Representatives: Wilbur A. Dexheimer, Commissioner of the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation: Rowland R. Hughes, Director of the Budget; Glenn L. Emmons, 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Requesting the Introduction and Enactment 
Into Law of the Necessary and Proper Legislation Authorizing That Sufficient 
Appropriations Be Provided the Bureau of Reclamation for the Immediate 
Construction of Yellowtail Dam, Located on the Big Horn River in Big Horn 
County in Southeastern Montana 


IN THE SENATE 


January 12, 1955—Read first and second time and referred to Committee on 
‘rigation and Water Conservation. 
January 13, 1955—Committee recommend bill do pass. Report adopted. Re- 
ferred to Printing Committee. 

January 17, 1955—Reported correctly printed. Report adopted. Referred t« 
General File. 

January 18, 1955—On motion, consideration passed for the day. 

January 19, 1955—On motion, consideration passed for the day. 

January 20, 1955—On motion, consideration passed for the day. 

January 21, 1955—On motion, consideration passed for the day. 

January 22, 1955—On motion, consideration passed for the day. 

January 24, 1955—On motion, taken from General File and re-referred to 
Committee on Irrigation and Water Conservation. 

February 4, 1955—Committee recommend bill do pass as amended. Report 
adopted. Referred to General File. 

February 5, 1955—Recommended favorably by Committee of the Whole. I 
port adopted. Referred to Engrossing Committee. 

February 7, 1955—Reported correctly engrossed. Report adopted and referred 
to Calendar for Third Reading. 

February 9, 1955—Read third time and passed as amended. Title and History 
agreed to. Transmitted to House for Concurrence. 


J 


te- 


IN THE HOUSE 


February 10, 1955—Read first and second time and referred to Committee on 
Irrigation and Water Conservation. 

February 17, 1955—Committee recommended bill be concurred in. Report 
adopted. Referred to General Orders. 

February 21, 1955—Committee of the Whole recommend that bill be concurred 
in. Report adopted and bill referred to Calendar for Third Reading. 

February 21, 1955—Read third time and concurred in. Title and History 
agreed to. Returned to Senate. 


IN THE SENATE 


February 21, 1955—Referred to Enrolling Committee. 

February 23, 1955—Reported correctly enrolled. 

Whereas Yellowtail Dam site is located in Big Horn County in southeastern 
Montana, and Yellowtail Dam will be constructed across the Bighorn River, 
about three-fourths of a mile above the mouth of Bighorn Canyon, thirty-five 
miles southwest of Hardin, Montana ; and 
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Whereas Bighorn Canyon is the passageway of the Bighorn River between 
the northern end of the Bighorn Mountains and the Pryor Mountains. For 
more than fifty miles Yellowtail Dam Reservoir will lie within the rugged, inac- 
cessible canyon, the steep walls of which tower hundreds of feet above the harrow 
and winding riverbed, forming a natural dam site of unique splendor that will in 
future years provide Montana, Wyoming, and the Nation with one of the great- 
est lake recreation areas in the Western Hemisphere; and 

Whereas the backed-up waters of Yellowtail Dam will flood no presently used 
or useable land, which alone makes it one of the most desirable and economical 
of dam sites available; and 

Whereas the United States Bureau of Reclamation was authorized by section 
9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 as a part of the Missouri River Basin project 
to prepare preliminary surveys and construction of Yellowtail Dam ; and 

Whereas the Bureau of Reclamation has long since completed preconstruction 
work at the site of Yellowtail Dam and only awaits a congressional appropriation 
to commence work; design specifications for the dam and powerplants are avail 
able for immediate use; surveys have been completed of the irrigable areas, and 
transmission lines; plans are ready for construction of access roads, construe 
tion camp, and other essential base work necessary for actual construction to 
now be undertaken ; and 

Whereas Yellowtail Dam is designed to provide for irrigation, hydroelectric 
power production, flood control, silt retention, conservation of fish and wildlife, 
recreational development and other related beneficial uses of value to Montana, 
Wyoming and the Nation generally ; and 

Whereas construction of Yellowtail Dam will make possible the irrigation of 
some forty-five thousand acres of new land by gravity flow along the Bighorn 
River from the Bighorn Canyon to approximately ten miles north of the city of 
Hardin, and supplemental irrigation water will be provided for large areas now 
inadequately served; because irrigation of lands along the Bighorn, Powder, and 
Yellowstone Rivers is dependent upon pumping, a source of low-cost power is 
is a prerequisite toward bringing many acres of now unproductive land under 
the ditch; construction of Yellowtail powerplant will make possible the irriga- 
tion of many proposed and desirable projects along these three valuable, but in 
many instances, little utilized river areas; and 

Whereas construction of Yellowtail Dam offers a priceless solution for equitable 
interstate use of the waters of the Bighorn by the creation of the Yellowtail 
Reservoir on the Montana-Wyoming State boundary line; and 

Whereas power generating facilities to be constructed at the dam site will have 
an installed capacity of at least one hundred and twenty thousand kilowatt-hours 
of electrical energy annually. This power produced at Yellowtail Dam will be 
available for irrigation pumping, and will serve as a part of the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s power system constructed to provide power for construction of 
other developments and to supply surplus power to principal load centers to 
permit its use of old and new industries as well as residence—rural and urban 
of the area; and 

Whereas fish and wildlife resources will gain by the dam, fishing and hunting, 
as well as the many allied recreational opportunities that will most surely follow 
will be of immense value to Montana and Wyoming, as well as the Nation 
generally; and 

Whereas Yellowtail Dam as planned will be a concrete archetype structi 
towering some four hundred and ninety-nine feet above the riverbed, and will 
have a crest length of one thousand four hundred and eighty feet and will have 
a storage capacity of one million three hundred and sixty-six thousand 
feet ; and 

Whereas the construction of Yellowtail Dam will attract new industries into 
southern Montana and northern Wyoming, and thereby be of great benefit to the 
entire States of Montana and Wyoming, as well as the entire Nation by firming 
up the economy, and by supplying cheap power for industrial and home use, 
and this postwar period is the time to develop such industries: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, by the Senate and House of Representatives of the State of Montana, 
That the Congress of the United States be respectfully urged and requested to 
make sufficient funds available for the construction of Yellowtail Dam now on 
the Bighorn River in Big Horn County in southeastern Montana; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be also submitted by the Secretary of 
State of Montana to the Presiding Officers of both Houses of the National 


ire, 
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Congress—Richard Nixon and Sam Rayburn—to the chairman of the Appropria- 
tions Committees and Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs of both Houses 
of the National Congress, to the Regionl Director of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and Area Director of the Indian Bureau, both located in Billings, Montana, and 
to the Governor of the State of Wyoming, and the Presiding Officers of both 
Houses of the Wyoming Legislature. 
GeO. M. GOSMON, 
President of the Senate. 
LEO C. GRAYBILL, 
Speaker of the House. 


I hereby certify that the within joint memorial originated in the senate. 


FRANK W. HAZELBAKER, 
Secretary of the Senate. 





STATE WATER CONSERVATION BOARD, 
Helena, Mont., March 19, 1955. 
E. W. RISING, 
Washington Representative, 
State Water Conservation Board of Montana, 
1215 16th Street NW, Washington, D. C.: 
Governor Aronson approved Senate Joint Memorial No. 3 relative Yellowtail 
Dam February 26, 1955. 
RoserT J. KELLY, 
Assistant Secretary. 


Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, as the representative of the Big Horn 
County Chamber of Commerce, Hardin, Mont., I present for the record 
their letter of March 19, 1955, addressed to yourself as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


Big Horn CoUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Hardin, Mont., March 19, 1955. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR: On April 30, 1954, it was my pleasure to appear before the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, to review the Yellowtail and the 
Hardin unit of the Missouri Basin project, authorized by Congress in section 
9 of the 1944 Flood Control Act. The record will show that this hearing was very 
favorable and the committee recommended this project be immediately pro- 
gramed for construction. 

At the above hearing, there was a question as to the attitude of the Crow 
Tribe of Indians toward the project. The chairman of the Crow Tribe did 
not endorse the construction of the damn because he was then running for a 
political office and took his stand for political advancement. Subsequent action 
was taken by the Crow Tribe of Indians and proves that said chairman was 
misrepresenting the Indians. He had ruled the Crow Nations with an iron 
hand for 8 years, and miscalculated his power to uphold such a selfish stand. The 
Crow Tribe elected a new chairman, William Wall, by a landslide proportion 
of almost 3 to 1. 

After this election the Crow Indians, the Bureau of Reclamation, and repre- 
sentatives of the Billings and Hardin areas got together on many different occa- 
sions to iron out any differences and fully acquaint all the Indians and the people 
of eastern Montana with all the facts surrounding the construction of the Big 
Horn Dam, which is commonly referred to as Yellowtail. 

The Indians were taken over the Big Horn Canyon by airplane, and photos 
and maps were made available to them showing them the water level in the 
canyon and thus proving to them that very little valuable land would be destroyed 
or flooded. The favorable stand of the Crow Indians will also prove that Mr. 
George Hogan, a Crow Indian, who appeared before the House committee on 
April 30, then, as today, represented the majority of the Indians. Mr. Hogan 
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today is serving as a delegate to Washington, representing the Crow Tribe. The 
Crow Indians at this date have finally obtained the much discussed Dibble 
report and they will be in a position very shortly to enter into negotiations with 
the Bureau of Reclamation for the right-of-way needed to construct the Big 
Horn Dam. 

The citizens of the United States in this area realize the great economie 
value of this dam for much needed irrigation and power. Their hundreds of 
letters and telegrams to the White House asking for immediate construction of 
this project is representative of their thinking. It is understandable why con 
struction of the dam should be delayed during the two recent wars, but now the 
preliminary engineering work is finished, surplus labor is available, in fact, the 
time for construction of the Big Horn Dam and irrigation project is here—the 
need is great aS proven over and over again, year after year, for almost 45 
years. This hearing today wi!l prove without a doubt the feasibility of this great 
project. This, Mr. Chairman, is being brought out now to prevent future road 
blocks that are continually creeping into this project, thus delaying the appropria- 
tion. And we urge the Congress of the United States of America to immediately 
appropriate the necessary funds to start the construction in accordance with the 
Bureau of Reclamation program. ‘Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity 
to submit this statement, and we do trust that all roadblocks will be done away 
with. 

Yours very truly, 
Henry S. RuEGAMER, President 


Mr. Ristna. I next present for the record a letter from the Bie Horn 
County State Bank, addressed to the chairman, Irrigation and Recla 
niation Subcommittee. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


Big Horn County STATE BANK, 
Hardin, Mont., March 19, 195 
Mr. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Irrigation-Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sir: We have been advised that hearings will once again be held before 
your committee relative to the construction of the Yellowtail Dam. We would 
again like to indicate our interest in the development of this project, as its com- 
pletion could mean so much to the economic development of this entire area. 

It is known that research has estimated that our continuously increasing 
population, estimated to reach 200 million by 1975, will demand the development 
of a vast acreage of productive land, to meet the needs of the Nation. Here 
lies a most excellent opportunity to develop very fertile land, so well adapted 
to irrigation. A variety of crops could be grown on this land to help meet the 
Nation’s particular needs. 

Interest in this project is more keen than ever in this area. Much has been 
done to assist the Crow Indian Tribe in bringing all facts to light and they have 
indicated their willingness to give all due consideration to the matter. 

The power companies have indicated a willingness to work in cooperation with 
the Government in this venture and certainly the power feature of this develop- 
ment is a most important end, as testimony has shown that there is a definite 
need for further production of electrical energy in this section of the country. 

All in all, everything now seems to indicate that the immediate authorization 
of the program would be most feasible from every viewpoint. Benefits will accrue 
not only to the people of the immediate area but the entire Nation will profit 
from the development. 

We urge your committee to give all due consideration to the immediate accept- 
ance of the program. 

Respectfully yours, 
LeRoy O. WALLIN, 
Executive Vice President. 


Mr. Ristna. I also have for the record letters from the Two Leg 
gins Water Users Association, Hardin, Mont., and the Quarter Circle 
U Ranch, of Burney, Mont. 
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(The letters referred to follow ce 


Two LEGGINS WATER USERS ASSOCIATION, 
Hardin, Mont., March 19, 1955. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

The Two Leggins Water Users Association, a corporation, organized and ex- 
isting under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Montana, wishes to go on 
record as supporting the construction of the Yellowtail Dam. 

The Two Leggins Water Users Association supplies irrigation water to ap- 
proximately 250 farmers located downstream from the proposed site of the 
Yellowtail Dam. The water obtained for irrigation purposes is obtained by a 
small diversion dam located in the Bighorn River, which diverts water directly 
into the canals irrigating approximately 9,000 acres of land. 

The sedimentary deposit in the Bighorn River at the point of diversion is 
excessive to such an extent that considerable sums of money have been expended 
to clean out the irrigation canals from the silt deposited in the canals. It is 
believed from the reports of the engineers that the construction of the Yellow- 
tail Dam will settle the silt deposit in the reservoir site and sediment-free wa- 
ter will be obtained for our irrigation purposes. 

Because of the spring runoff of melting snows, an excessive amount of water 
flows in the Bighorn River unchecked because of no control points between the 
runoff and the dam site, and such flooding causes damage to the diversion point 
of our irrigation canal, and it is known that said flooding causes considerable 
property damage along the Bighorn River. 

Not only are the above causes of damage costly and expensive to the farmers 
using the said irrigation canal, but they are delayed at times in their use of the 
water 

From the engineering data supplied, we believe that the construction of the 
Yellowtail Dam will alleviate these problems, and feel that it is necessary that 
such dam be constructed. 

Very truly yours, 


Cc. C. Bounous, President. 


QUARTER CIRCLE U RANCH, 
Birney, Mont., March 12, 1955. 
Mr. EF. W. RISING, 
Washington Representative, 
State Water Conservation Board of Montana, 
Washington 6, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Ristna: Thank you for your letter of March 7, 1955, relating to 
the Yellowtail Dam unit of the Missouri Basin projects. 

Having lived in the general area of the proposed Yellowtail Dam for some 45 
years and being familiar with the dam site and reservoir area, it is certainly 
my opinion that the site is one of the most logical to be found. 

The proposed reservoir would flood an area between two canyon walls in 
which no one lives, in which there is no cultivated land, in fact, practically no 
land of any kind and in which few people have ever been except a few boat 
exploratory parties. Furthermore, it would not damage any game or recreational! 
area. It would, in fact, improve these facilities 

The flooded area would cause a minimum of damage to man, land, or beast 
There is no other area of like size in Montana and very few in other States, 
that could be flooded with so little damage to existing or potential development. 

From a layman’s viewpoint, not knowing the technical details of construction 
nor the facts of power need, it would seem to be a logical site for power develop- 
ment. To my knowledge, there is no other source of water power yet developed 
in southeastern Montana nor in the Bighorn Mountains. The power may be 
badly needed in this area with rural electrification lines expanding to all isolated 

as and possibilities of future industrial expansion. 

The present overproduction of many agricultural products does not lend itself 
to encouragement of expanded irrigation projects, but the potential demand from 
a rapidly growing population is certainly worth preparing for. Large areas of 
what is now comparatively level dry farming land could be irrigated from this 
project at such a time as increased production of essential agricultural products 
is needed 

There is no doubt but that recreational facilities would be improved with the 
formation of the lake in one of the most colorful canyons in this country. 
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The Crow Indian Tribe would benefit rather than be damaged by this project 
py increased valuation of their property and by controlling any recreational 
concessions that may be indicated for the tourists 

All best wishes for success in getting action on this dam 

Sincerely, 
JACK ARNOLD 
President, Tongue River Water Users Association. 


Mr. Ristna. As the representative of the Billings, Mont., Chamber 
of Commerce, I offer for the record a letter from the Yellowstone 
River Compact Commission by its chairman, — Stermitz, which 
particularly refers to the statement which will be found on page 74 
of the hearings before the House committee here sadness referred to. 

The letters referred to follows :) 


YELLOWSTONE RIVER COMPACT COMMISSION, 
Hlelena lont., March 11, 1 
Mr. Hersertr lL. Buck, 
Secretary Vanager, Chamber of Conunerce, 
Billings, Mont 

Deak Mr. Buck: In reference to your letter of March S, 1955, my letter of 
April 19, 1954, is equally applicable to the effect of reservoir storage facilities 
near the Montana-Wyoming boundary upon administration of the Yellowstone 
River compact. 

No question of allocations of waters came before the Commission during 
the water vear ending September 30, 1954. A copy of the Commission's report 
for 1954 is enclosed. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANK STERMITZ, Chairma) 


YELLOWSTONE RIVER COMPACT COMMISSION 
Helena, Mont., pri 19, 1904 
Mr. Herrert L. Buck, 
Secretary-Manager, Chamber of Commerce, 
Billings, Mount 

DEAR Mr. Buck In confirmation of our conversation of April 15, 1954, the 
Yellowstone River Compact Commission anticipates difficulty in administration 
on some streams until adequate storage facilities are available near the Montana 
Wyoming boundary line. Storage and regulation at such points would minimize 


the problems of division which could be very acute in vears of low flo This 
particularly true in the Bighorn River Basin with its extensive present and 
potential irrigation use 
Very truly yours, 
| Sry Mirzg. Che nia 
Mr. Risina. Finally, am requested by the Billings Chamber of 


Commerce to submit a ‘2. t lette) ah loeael to Mr. J. Carter Johnson. 
chairman, water resources committee of the Billings Chamber of 
Commerce, which states that from data available there is sufficient 
basis for a discussion to determi eC whether a partnership plan could 
be developed under whi I) the Bureau ot Reclamat on w ould build the 
dam and the companies signing the letter would own and operate the 
generation and transmission facilities. This letter is signed by Mr. 
a IK. Corette, president and general mahnaver of the Montana Power 
Ory and Mr. Paul LB. MekKee, president ot the Pac ifie Power & Lig if 
Co. 

Inasmuch as that letter is already in the record, Iam not requesting 
that it t be re peated he re. | Sim ply make this request on behalf of the 
Billings Chamber of Commerce 

Mr. Chairman, this morning, as representative of the State water 
conservation board and the governor of the State of Montana. I wa 
very much interested in the questions and the reply of the Under 
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Secretary of the Department of the Interior and the representative 
of the Bureau of the Budget regarding the amount of time that would 
be allowed to investigate this partnership proposal. 

It is my request as a representative of those that I am speaking for 
today that every effort be made to obtain a review of that question 
and that the answers be placed in the hands of this committee not 
later than May 1, as was suggested. We think that is absolutely 
necessary in order that we may have the opportunity of asking for an 
appropriation at this session of Congress. 

Mr. Cuarrman. I thank you. 

Senator O’Manoney. Thank you very much, Mr. Rising. 

[ will now insert into the record the letter from Mr. Ruegamer, 
president of Big Horn County Chamber of Commerce, introducing 
our next witnesses. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

Big Horn COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Hardin, Mont., March 19, 1955. 
Mr. E. W. RISING, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Ristne@: This will introduce Mr. William A. Wall, chairman of the 
Crow Tribe of Indians; Mr. George Hogan; and Mr. Posey Whiteman, all duly 
elected delegates of the Crow Tribe of Indians, authorized to transact tribal 
business with the Government officials in Washington, D. C. 

We have been working very closely with these delegates over the past year 
and found that they were very cooperative and show a fine knowledge of the 
needs which will best serve all the people in Big Horn County, Montana State, 
and the Nation. 

You no doubt will want to submit the current views of the Crow Indians 
toward the Yellowtail Dam in your hearings before the Senate Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee to take place the 24th and 25th of this month. 

We can assure you that your conversation and association with these people 
will show to you an up-to-date and modern viewpoint of the Crow Tribe of 
Indians through these qualified delegates. 

We wish you every success and are submitting under separate cover a state- 
ment from our organization to be included in the above-mentioned hearings. 

Yours very truly, 
Henry S. RUEGAMER, President. 

Senator O’Manonery. Mr. Wall, our next witness, is accompanied 
by Mr. Kronmiller. 

You are the attorney ? 

Mr. Kronmitier. Yes, sir. This is Mr. George Hogan, Jr., member 
of the Crow Tribe; and Mr. Ed Whiteman, also a member of the tribal 
delegation. 

Senator OManoney. We are very glad to have you here. 
You may proceed, Mr. Wall. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM WALL, CHAIRMAN, TRIBAL COUNCIL, 
CROW INDIAN TRIBE, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE HOGAN, JR., 
ED WHITEMAN, AND B. W. KRONMILLER 


Mr. Waiu. First of all, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, I would like to submit for the record a resolution dated February 
28, 1950. Whether it would be necessary to read it or not, I would 
like to submit it. 

Senator O’Manoney. It will not be necessary for you to read that. 
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(The document referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT AND RESOLUTION 


The following statement and resolution is quoted from pages 102 and 103, 


hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Com 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, April 29 and 
30, 1954: 

Mr. YELLOWTAIL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Now then, I offer another resolution before I begin the regular discussion 
of the subject before us. This resolution is dated the 28th day of February 1950 
and reads as follows: 

“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas the Crow Tribe is now conducting its tribal business by and through 
a tribal constitution duly adopted by the Crow Tribe through a secret and refer 
endum tribal vote, and which said tribal constitution has been duly acknowledged 
and officially approved by the Secretary of the Interior ; and 
“Whereas any and all tribal business matters affecting the Crow Tribe shall 
and must clear through the Crow Tribal Council in compliance with the Crow 
tribal constitution before it can become and be considered an official expression 
of the Crow Tribe; and 
“Whereas any member of the Crow Tribe who circulates any petition on any 
Crow tribal matter and subsequently sends said petition to any Member of the 
Congress or the Interior Department is hereby declared null and void, and in 
open violation of the intent and spirit of the Crow tribal constitution, and, there- 
fore, null and void and is misrepresenting the will of the Crow Tribe. 
“Done in open council on this 28th day of February 1950. 
“In favor of the resolution : Unanimous. 
“Against the resolution: None. 
“ROBERT YELLOWTAIL, 
“Chairman, Crow Tribal Council. 
“GEORGE W. HoGAn, 
“Secretary of Crow Tribal Council. 
“Attest : “C. LIPPERT, 
‘Superintendent of the Crow Indian Reservation.” 


Mr. Wau. Also, a letter by Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, that I would like to submit as part of the record. — 
Senator O’Manonery. That will be received. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D.C., January 38, 1956 
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

My DrarR SENATOR MANSFIELD: In connection with your inquiry of December 
20, regarding initiation of construction of Yellowtail Dam of the Missouri River 
Basin project in Montana, you are doubtless aware of a major obstacle which 
has confronted the Department of the Interior. That obstacle is absence of an 
agreement with the Crow Indian Tribe on the amount to be paid for rights-of- 
way required for the dam and reservoir. The tribal council has rejected an offer 
of $1,500,000 which represented the appraised value of the rights-of-way. 

Several years ago when the Congress was considering the inclusion of funds 
for construction of Yellowtail Dam as a new start in the reclamation program, 
this unit was eliminated by the Senate Appropriations Committee, it is under 
stood, because no agreement on the rights-of-way payments has been reached with 
the Crow Indians. The committee indicated no appropriation for Yellowtail would 
be recommended until an agreement was reached with the Indians. Efforts in 
that direction so far have been unavailing, and the Department has had no ap- 
propriated funds which would be required in connection with condemnation pro 
ceedings if no agreement were reached. 

Commissioner of Reclamaticn Dexheimer, however, advises that recently Re 
gional Director Clinton at Billings, Mont., has reopened negotiations on the 
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rights-of-way controversy with the Crow Indian Tribal Council which is now 
under new leadership. The Commissioner is hopeful of an early agreement on 
an amount that can be recommended as payment for rights-of-way for the Yellow- 
tail Dam. 

Yellowtail Dam continues in the Department’s proposed construction program 
for the Missouri River Basin project. Investigations have been completed and 
work can begin as soon as funds are available and the rights-of-way problem 
resolved. 

Your interest is appreciated 

Sincerely yours, 
FreD G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Watt. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is William Wall. The Crow Indian Tribe is here represented 
by a delegation of three members of the tribe selected by the Crow 
Tribal Council. These gentlemen consist of Mr. Edward P. White- 
man, Mr. George Hogan, Jr., and Mr. William Wall, chairman of the 
Crow Tribal Council. We also have here with us, our tribal attorney, 
Mr. Bert W. Kronmiller, of Hardin, Mont. 

In order to conserve time, and on the other hand to properly pre- 
serve the record for all parties concerned, the Crow delegation will 
be heard through me as spokesman, nothwithstanding this statement 
has the unanimous written approval of all three delegates. 

I must first call the committee’s attention to the fact that the pro- 
posed Yellowtail Dam site is located upon tribal treaty lands of the 
crow Tribe of Indians, which are within the exterior boundaries of 
the Crow Indian Reservation, as defined by the treaty made with the 
Crows on September 17, 1851, and as such boundaries now exist. Like- 
wise, a large portion of the reservoir resulting from the construction 
of the dam is upon like tribal treaty lands. In other words, the pro- 
posed dam and reservoir site is not loc ‘ated upon lands which have been 
allotted to individual Indians of the Crow Indian Tribe. 

[It is now necessary for me to briefly reiterate events which have 
occurred during the immediate past year. The record now shows that 
a hearing was had upon matters relating to Yellowtail Dam, and 
resulting Hardin irrigation unit. on April 29 and 30, 1954, before the 
Subcommittee on Reclamation and Irrigation of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. From evidence produced at that hearing. it developed that 
the engineers of the Bureau of Reclamation had made a restudy of the 
dam and irrigation project, and from that study found it feasible and 
necessary to make numerous changes in the physical structure of the 
dam and powerplant. As a result of that study, there was made a 
radical reduction of the cost estimates which had therefore been made 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. In fact. it appe ared at the hearing 
that a reduction of approximate y, $20 million in cost of the project 
was made by the Bureau, under its previous estimates (see p. 6 of 
printed hearings on House ¢ ct April 29-30, 1954). 

\s a consequence of the overall information developed before said 
committee of the House of Represe ntatives, and also, as a result of the 
making of a further study of the Ye — ii pe ct. the Crow Tribe. 
at its tribal council meeting held on February 3, 1955, at Crow Agency, 
Mont.. selected and formed a committee ninesns of nine members of 
the tribe, and its tribal attorney. This tribal committee was selected 
and composed for the purpose of making findings and recommenda- 
tions for submission to the Crow Tribal Council on all matters relat- 
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ing to disposition of the right-of-way for Yellowtail Dam and Reser- 
voir. 

The three de legates here before you today are members of that 
committee. On February 7, 1955, this committee met in session, or- 
ganized itself, and immediately proceeded to compile data, seek expert 
advice, and generally to acquire definite information which would 
enable the committee to make factual and intelligent findings, in order 
that it could present definite recommendations to the Crow Tribal 
Council for its deliberation and consideration. In fact, the Crow Tribe 
has employed one of the outstanding consulting engineers of the Na 
tion who has been for the past several weeks and is now engaged in 
obtaining data, making computations and the preparing of a report 
for submission to said committee of the tribe. 

Lumediately upon receiving the engineer’s report, the Yellowtail 
Dam committee intends to meet and make its recommendations to the 
Crow Tribe. The Crow Tribe, through its tribal council, will then 
make and determine its decision upon the subject. 

The proposed right-of-way for the purposes in question is located 
upon tribal treaty ‘lands of the Crow Tribe. It has always been the 
policy of the Congress to deal directly with the particular Indian 
tribe involved, when it becomes necessary to acquire a right-of-way 
over such lands for said purposes. Moreover, because of existing legis- 
lation it is the contention of the Crow Tribe that a right-of-way can- 
not be obtained without the consent of the Crow Tribe. 

This conclusion results from the status of the law as it now exists. 
Section 8 of the act of June 4, 1920 (41 Stat. 751), which is commonly 
referred to as the Crow Allotment Act, provides: 

Provided, That no additional irrigation system shall be established or con- 
structed by the Government for the irrigation of Indian lands on the Crow Reser 
vation, until the consent of the tribal council thereto has been duly obtained * * * 

Subsequently, the Crow Allotment Act of 1920 was amended by the 
act of May 26, 1926 (44 Stat. 658), and the identical provisions con- 
tained in section 8, of the original act, were reenacted except the word 
“unless,” was added and now reads as follows, to wit: 

Provided, That no additional irrigation system shall be established or con- 
structed by the Government for the irrigation of Indian lands on the Crow Reser- 
vation, unless and until the consent of the tribal council thereto has been duly 
obtained. * * * [Italics mine.] 

Likewise, section 10 of said Allotment Act of 1920 provides as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 10. That any unallotted lands on the Crow Reservation chiefly valuable 
for the development of waterpower shall be reserved from allotment or disposi- 
tion hereunder, for the benefit of the Crow Tribe of Indians. * * * 

Furthermore, on June 28, 1946 (60 Stat. 333, 336), Congress enacted 
a law relating to adjustments in connection with the irrigation proj- 
ects on the Crow Indian Reservation, and section 9 thereof provides 
as follows: 

Sec. 9. No further construction work on the Crow Indian Reservation shall 
be undertaken by the United States without the prior consent of (1) the Crou 
Tribe, (2) the irrigation district or districts affected, and (3) the Congress of 
the United States, and without the prior execution of repayment contracts by 
the non-Indian water users or irrigation district or districts, obligating the 
non-Indian lands for the payment of their share of such construction cosis. 
The consent of the Crow Tribe shall be obtained by a majority vote of the 


61721—55-——6 











64 YELLOWTAIL DAM—HARDIN UNIT, MONTANA 


general council of the tribe expressed at a duly convened meeting: Provided, 
however, That such consents shall not be necessary to construct laterals nec- 
essary to irrigate the lands within the Crow Indian irrigation project as now 
determined and classified as irrigable by the land designation committee report, 
as approved by the Secretary of the Interior in 1944. * * * [Italics mine.] 

Section 9 (c) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887) 
specifically provides for the recognition of existing laws relating to 
tribal lands, which provides as follows: 

(c) Subject to the basinwide findings and recommendations regarding the 
benefits, the allocations of costs and the repayments by water users, made in 
said House and Senate documents, the reclamation and power developments to be 
undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior under said plan shall be governed 
by the Federal Reclamation Laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 42 Stat. 388, and acts 
amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), except that irrigation of Indian 
trust and tribal lands, and repayment therefor, shall be made in accordance 
with the laws relating to Indian lands. * * * [Italics mine.] 

Therefore, it has been duly established by law that further con- 
struction for the purposes in question cannot be done on the Crow 
Indian Reservation without the consent of the Crow Tribe, such 
consent to be obtained in the manner and form so provided. 

On the other hand, the Crow tribe is now preparing data to estab- 
lish the terms of a fair and equitable proposal, based upon adequate 
consideration, and upon such terms and conditions as are commen- 
surate with sound business judgment and practices. 

I thank you for the privilege of submitting my statement, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator O’Manoney. Thank you, Mr. Wall. The committee is glad 
to have your statement. 

Mr. Robinson. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, JR., STAFF ENGINEER OF 
THE NATIONAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rorsrnson. My name is Charles A. Robinson, Jr. I am the 
staff engineer with the Natural Rural Electric Cooperative Associa- 
tion. I have with me Dr. Clay Cochran, who is the director of our 
department of legislation, research, and management. 

Senator O’Manonry. Where is your office ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. At 1303 New Hampshire Avenue, Washington, D.C. 

We are here today in support of immediate construction of the 
hydroelectric features of Yellowtail Dam in Montana, substantially 
in accord with the plan of the Bureau of Reclamation for Feder val 
construction of the entire project. 

Mr. Chairman, it is our understanding that the Bureau of the 
Budget has indicated, by letter of January 27, 1955, that funds for 
initiation of construction of the Yellowtail Dam, authorized under 
section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, were not included in the 
budget for fiscal 1956 because it is the opinion of the Bureau of the 
Budget that in order to assure repayment of the power investment 
in Yellowtail, the rate for power sold from the project would neces- 
sarily exceed that prevailing in the area, and because the possibility 
of local participation in the construction of Yellowtail Dam “has not 
been fully explored.” I would like to answer each of these objections 
in order. 
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BENEFIT TO COST RATIO IS CONSERVATIVE 


First, according to Bureau of Reclamation figures contained in 
Committee Print No. 2, 84th Congress, Ist session, dated March 8, 
1955, the Bureau of Reclamation has, in calculating the benefit to cost 
ratio of this project, assumed a project life expectancy of 50 years. 
In calculating a benefit to cost ratio for the great majority of its proj- 
ects in past years, the Bureau has used a fizure of 100 years. Some of 
the Bureau’s power projects, notably the 13,400-kilowatt Minidoka 
project in Idaho and the 1,500-kilowatt Boise diversion plant in Idaho, 
have been operating since 1909 and 1912, respectively. And these 
plants are still producing power and there is no evidence that they 
will not continue to produce for many years. 

Therefore, it appears to us that in calculating the benefit to cost 
radio for the Yellowtail Dam on a 50-year basis, the Bureau is ex 
tremely conservative. But even in so doing, a benefit to cost ratio on 
the Yellowtail unit of 1.55 to 1 was achieved. The benefit to cost 
ratio of a project of this type is a figure designed to reflect a balance 
between the annual benefits accruing from the project and the annual 
costs of the project over its life expectancy. 

It seems to us that it would be perfectly realistic to assume a life 
expectancy period of perhaps 100 years in this calculation. This 
would result in a substantially higher ratio than that calculated on a 
50-year period, because whereas annual benefits would remain sub- 
stantially the same in a 100-year calculation, annual costs would be less 
when spread over a longer period of time. 


POWER PAYOUT CALCULATIONS CONSERVATIVE 


It will be recalled that the Bureau of Reclamation’s figures indicate 
that the Federal investment in power facilities will be paid out in full 
at the end of a 50-year period, and at that time, a surplus of over $16 
million will be available to help defray irrigation costs according to 
the Bureau’s calculations. 

I would like to point out that the Bureau has, in our opinion, also 
been most conservative in arriving at this figure of $16 million. In 

calculating the power sales revenue from the project, it was assumed 

the at the powerplant would have an installed capacity of 200,000 kilo- 
watts. Including losses on the integrated transmission system, there 
would be available 185,000 kilowatts of power marketable from the 
transmission system, together with 576,738,000 kilowatt-hours of firm 
annual energy and 180 million kilowatt-hours of nonfirm annual 
energy. 

The Yellowtail Dam is located approximately 25 transmission-line 
miles north of the Montana-Wyoming border. This fact is signifi- 
cant because at this point the Montana-Wyoming border forms the 
boundary line between the eastern division of the Missouri River 
Basin marketing area, which lies to the northward of the border, and 
the western division ‘of the Missouri River Basin marketing area, 
which lies to the southward of the border. 

Thus, the Yellowtail Dam is within the eastern division of the Mis- 
souri River Basin marketing area by 25 miles. However, the Bureau 
already has a partially completed transmission line from the Yellow- 
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tail Dam site southward across the border into the western division of 
the Misssouri River Basin marketing area to Lovell, Wyo. 

The significance of these facts is that a higher rate schedule for 

sureau power prevails south of the Montana- Ww yoming border, in the 
western division, than it does in the eastern division, northward of 
the project. With the partially completed transmission line already 
in place, it is only reasonable to assume that a large block of the power 
and energy from the project will be marketed in the power short 
western division of the Missouri River Basin where the higher rate 
schedule prevails. 

And whereas the Bureau of Reclamation has indicated that it 
anticipates approximately $210 million in power sales revenue from 
Yellowtail over the 50-year payout period, that figure is based on 
the lower eastern division rate schedule. Were the anticipated power 
sales revenue based on the more likely sale of the power and energy 
in the western diivsion, the compar: able figure would be $277 million 
over the 50-year repayment period. 

Thus, if all the power is marketed in the western division of the 
Missouri River Basin, which would be a more logical assumption, 

sureau figures would show an anticipated power sales revenue over 
the 50-year repayment period of $65,750,000 in excess of the figures 
now shown. Moreover, if western division power marketing were 
taken into consideration, the surplus available to repay irrigation 
costs at the end of the 50-year period would be not the $16,099,000 as 
indicated in the Bureau of Reclamation figures, but would be 
$81,849,000, reflecting the increase available from marketing the power 
form the project in the western poo eggan 

Mr. Chairman, there seems little reason at the present time for 
assuming that all the power from the project would be marketed in 
the eastern division, and it is our opinion that it would most logically 
be marketed in the western division, thereby providing the Govern- 
ment with increased revenue for the following reasons. 

The region to the northeast and northwest of the project lies within 
the service areas of the Montana Power Co. and the Montana-Dakota 
Utilities Co. Last vear, during the House hearings on the Yellowtail 
Dam, Mr. Colin Raff, executive assistant of the Montana Power Co. 
of Butte, Mont., appeared before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee and 
stated that his company at that time had a surplus of some 75,000 
to 80,000 kilowatts of power. The Montana Power Co. has amply 
demonstrated that it will not pay firm or even secondary rates for 
Bureau power. 

The 50,000 kilowatt Canyon Ferry project in western Montana is 
one of the Bureau’s newest powerplants. There is on transmission 
system associated with this Canyon Ferry plant except for a short tie 
line. On page 1025 of part 2 of the House hearings on Interior De- 
partment appropriations for fiscal 1955, there appeared a chart show- 
ing the power inst alle ation and the rates for firm and nonfirm energy 
to be sold from the Canyon Ferry project. 

This chart indicates that the rate for firm energy from the project to 
be 5.5 mills and for nonfirm energy 3.0 mills. During the calendar year 
1954 just concluded, a total of 161,936,610 kilowatt hours was sold from 
that project. Of that amount, 142,734,335 kilowatt hours, or 89 per- 
cent of the total project output, was sold to the Montana Power Co., 
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not at the 5.5 mill rate anticipated for firm energy, not at the 3 mill 
rate anticipated for nonfirm energy, but at a dump rate of 2.5 mills per 
kilowatt hour. 

Moreover, the Montana Power Co. is buying large quantities of 
energy from the Fort Peck project for 2.5 mills per kilowatt hour, the 
going dump rate. Therefore, it seems somewhat absurd to us to sug 
gest that the Bureau of Reclamation build transmission northward to 
tie in to the Montana Power Co, transmission system and then be forced 
to sell the entire project output of Yellowtail at 2.5 mill dump rate. 


POWER SHORTAGE IN WESTERN DIVISION 


By contrast with the depressed oe power revenue situation in 
Montana, the preference custom rs in Wyoming and ee oO, com- 
prising the western division of Mi ssouri River Basin project, face a 
serious shortage of power. T iio customers are paying an average of 
7.1 mills per kilowatt hour for firm Bureau power. We think the 
Montana Power Co. is getting a lot of firm power from Canyon Ferry 
at 2.5 mills.. 

The preference customers in the western division, into which the 
Yellowtail project would most logically be tied, have been told by the 
Bureau of Reclamation that the Bureau will be unable to meet thei 
power requirements beyond 1956. Some of the rural electric systems 
in the western division are planning steam generation plants and the 
construction of the Yellowtail Dam and power displacement south 
ward from it could materially alleviate the critical power situation 
faced by these rural electric systems. 

Thus, by marketing the power in the western division of the ros 
souri River Basin system, the Bureau of Reel: amation woul : incre: 
its anticipated revenue from the project by $65,750,000 over a 50-ye: 
period, and would market the power to preference customers at anti- 
cipated firm and secondary rate schedules in accordance with the 
preference principles of the law, rather than dumping the power to 
the Montana Power Co. at the busbar. 


THE PARTNERSHIP QUESTION 


A second objection which has apparently been raised by the Bureau 
of the Budget to construction of the project at this time is the fact 
that the Bureau of Reclamation has not “fully explored” the pos- 
sibility of participation by local agencies in the construction of the 
Yellowtail Dam. We assume that, by local agencies, the — of 
the Budget means one of the power companies serving the area, be- 
cause there are no rural electric systems or other preference agencies 
in the area with sufficient resources to build the required generating 
units and associated transmission facilities. 

Last year, in appearing before the House subcommittee with re- 
spect to construction of the Yellowtail Dam, Mr. Colin Raff, execu- 
tive assistant of the Montana Power Co. of Butte, Mont., stated that 
his company was— 
prepared to investigate a partnership arrangement with the Government for the 
development of power if the project should be approved for construction. 

We are unable to learn of any overtures that have been made by the 
Montana Power Co. since that time for entering into a partnership 
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agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation for construction of the 
power facilities of the project. 

Moreover, we can comprehend no reason why the burden of secur- 
ing what amounts to effective power company approval before build- 
ing the project should be placed on the Bureau of Reclamation. We 
do think the administration’s power policy can be reasonably construed 
as placing the full burden of securing power company clearance for 
construction of this project on the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The rural electric systems have always conceived of the Federal 
power program as a competitive factor in the electric industry which 
is approximately 80 percent controlled by private utility companies. 
If the burden of securing effective power company approval for Fed- 
eral construction of generation and transmission facilities is placed 
on the Federal power agencies, the competitive effect of Federal power 
is lost. 

Moreover, if a power company were to construct the generation and 
transmission facilities associated with the Yellowtail project, the com- 
pany could obviously not market power from these facilities in accord- 
ance with the preference principles of the law, and the rural electric 
systems and other preference customers would get no benefits from the 
facility. 

In addition, as long as the Montana Power Co. is able to purchase 
large quantities of Bureau of Reclamation power at 2.5 mills per kil- 
owatt-hour from Fort Peck and Canyon Ferry, there seems little like- 
lihood that the company will enter into agreements for financing capi- 
tal expenditures necessary to build hydroelectric generating units and 
transmission facilities. 

We think it much more likely to assume that the company will allow 
the Government to proceed with construction of the Yellowtail proj- 
ect and will then seek to block attempts to build Federal transmission 
facilities outward from the project in the hope of being able to pur- 
chase the output of Yellowtail also at 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Whereas we realize that this is a substantive subcommittee and not 
one directly concerned with the appropriation of funds for transmis- 
sion facilities in the Missouri River Basin, we cannot emphasize too 
strongly the absolute need for transmission facilities if the power from 
this project is to be marketed in accordance with anticipated rate 
schedules designed to repay its cost to the Government, and if the 
benefits of the project are to be passed on to the preference customers 
according to the law. 

Such transmission would necessarily include facilities required to 
integrate the project with existing Missouri Basin Federal transmis- 
sion system and other additional transmission as is required to deliver 
the power to the load centers of preference customers. In the absence 
of Federal transmission from this project, it is almost a certainty that 
its entire output will go to local private utility companies at a de- 
pressed rate schedule insufficient to repay the cost of the project. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the rural electric systems in Montana 
and the adjacent States of the Missouri River Basin are squarely in 
support of the needed construction of the Yellowtail Dam in Mon- 
tana, according to the Bureau of Reclamation plans for Federal con- 
struction of power generation and transmission facilities. We feel 
that a substantial block of power from the project should be mar- 
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keted in the western division of the Missouri River Basin over a Fed- 
eral transmission line from the Yellowtail Dam site to Lovell, Wyo. 
This line would also interconnect the Yellowtail Dam with the Bu 
reau of Reclamation existing transmission system in the western divi- 
sion of the Missouri River Basin. 

Such a marketing plan would assure the Government of realizing 
the anticipated revenue from the project through marketing of the 
maximum amount of firm power to preference customers of the west 
ern division. We are opposed to construction by any private utility 
company of the hydroelectric generation and transmission facilities 
associated with the project. We feel that the latter alternative would 
deny the benefits of the project to the preference customers entitled to 
them under law, and would provide existing utility companies with 
another source of federally subsidized power at 2.5 mills per kilowatt- 
hour, 

I would like to introduce for the record copies of Resolutions No. 
5-G and No. 8-J unanimously passed at the 13th annual meeting of 
members of this association on February 17, 1955, in Atlantie City, 
N. J. Resolution No. 5-G specifically urges construction of the Yel- 
lowtail Dam in Montana, and Resolution 8—J places the association 
on record against the intermingling of Federal and private funds in 
the construction of multiple-purpose projects. 

(The resolutions referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE 13TH ANNUAL MEETING OF MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, ATLANTIC City, N. J., FEBRUARY 
17, 1955 


RESOLUTION NO. 5-G 


Whereas there are a great number of hydroelectric projects throughout the 
United States for the development of low-cost electric power; and 

Whereas these projects are needed to meet the requirements for electric power 
in the Nation; and 

Whereas there is a need for the acceleration of the program of conservation and 
control of our rivers for power, irrigation, flood control, and other benefits which 
are essential to the prosperity of the Nation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That we urge Congress to appropriate necessary funds for planning 
and constructing multipurpose hydro projects meeting the standards laid down 
for feasible multipurpose dam construction, and by way of illustration, including 
the following dams among others: Jim Woodruff, Niagara, Big Bend-Missouri 
River Basin, Oahe, Glendo, Yellowtail, Fryingpan-Arkansas, Table Rock, Key- 
stone, McGee Bend, Greer’s Ferry, Eufala, Hells Canyon, Ice Harbor, Libby, 
Hartwell, upper Columbia, Buford, Colorado River storage project, John Day, 
and Passamaquoddy ; and be it further 

Resolved, "hat Congress enact the necessary legislation to assure the people 
that development of hydroelectric sites solely for power-production purposes, 
by commercial utilities, or non-Federal agencies may be undertaken only when 
such development will not interfere with ultimate comprehensive river basin 
development, which because of size and complexity of purpose should be properly 
undertaken by Federal agencies ; and be it further 

Resolved, That we urgently request Congress to appropriate necessary funds 
for transmission facilities to integrate river basin project power facilities, and 
delivery of power to the load centers of preference customers; and be it further 

Resolved, That rights of preference customers, under the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, be recognized, and that preference customers be advised that power is 
available and their needs met before contracts or interim agreements are made 
with commercial utilities for disposal of power from various power projects. 
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RESOLUTION 8-J 

Whereas many States have had sad experience in partnership railway and 
canal ventures which were jointly public and private in ownership; and 

Whereas it is now proposed that private-utility generators be installed in 
Federal dams; and 

Whereas the effect of such combination private-public investment increases 
the cost of the resulting power: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we oppose the mixing of Federal and private-utility investment 
in the construction of hydroelectric projects. 

Mr. Ropsinson. It is our understanding that funds for the Yellow- 
tail project were not included in the 1956 Federal budget because of 
the opinion of the Bureau of the Budget that the rates required to 
repay the power investment in the project were in excess of those now 
previ ailing in the area, and because the partnership concept had not 
been fully explored. 

We have to the best of our ability examined all the facts and figures 
that the Bureau of Reclamation has made available from their studies, 
and we feel that these objections are not fully justified. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio of the project that was achieved by the 
Bureau was 1.55, and that was based on a 50-year period. That ratio is 
designed to reflect the balance between the annual benefits and costs of 
the project over its useful life. The Bureau has customarily used a 
100-year period in computing the benefit-to-cost ratio. Some of its 
power projects have been in operation since 1909 and 1912. A 100-year 
assumption in computing that ratio would give a good deal higher 

ratio and would make the project appear even more feasible than it 
does under the 50-year study. Therefore, we feel the Bureau has been 
most conservative in this aspect of the work. 

We feel, also, that the power project payout figures are very con- 
servative. They show that $16 million surplus above power pay out 
to repay irrigation costs will be available at the end of 50 years. 

Yellowtail Dam is located just a little bit north of the Montana- 
Wyoming border in southwestern Scant ana. The border at that point 
forms the boundary between the eastern division of the Missouri Basin 
project and the western division which lies to the south and com- 
prises Wyoming and Colorado and part of Nebraska. The rate for 
firm power at the present time in the eastern division is about 5.5 mills, 
but the rate for firm power and the rate being paid by co- -ops in the 
western division is 7.13 mills, which is a good deal higher. It is based 
on a higher rate schedule than applies in the eastern division. 

In arriving at the $16 million surplus that will be available at the 
end of 50 years, the Bureau has apparently figured their payout on the 
lower rate which prevails in the eastern division. It appears to us that 
in view of the fact that there is a partially constructed transmission 
line already in existence between the Yellowtail Dam site and Lovell, 
Wyo., which would tie into the Bureau transmission system in Wyo- 
ming and Colorado where the rates are higher, that a good deal of the 
power will be marketed and should be marketed in Wyoming and 
Colorado. 

The preference customers in the Wyoming and Colorado area, the 
rural electric cooperatives, are extremely short of firm power. The 
Bureau of Reclamation, which supplies many of them at the present 
time, has told them that it cannot meet their needs beyond 1956. And 
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the co-ops in Colorado and Wyoming are now using about 300 million 
kilowatt-hours per year. Their loads are doub ling every 4 to 5 years. 

Therefore, we feel that a large bloc of that Yellowtail power will go 
to Wyoming and Colorado. 

Another reason for the assumption of this fact is that to the north 
of the project, especially to the northwest, lies the service area of the 
Montana Power Co, Last year Mr. Ratf, executive assistant with the 
Montana Power Co., appeared before the House subcommittee and 
stated that there was a surplus of from 75,000 to 80,000 kilowatts of 
power in his area. 

This is borne out by the fact that since the Bureau of oe 
has brought in its new Canyon Ferry plant near East Helena, Mont., 
has marketed to the Montana Power C o. 89 percent of the output of 
that project during 1954 at a dump rate of 214 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
The anticipated rate for power for that project, according to the House 
Hearings on Interior Department Appropriations for 1955, is 5.5 mills 
for firm power, and 3 mills for nonfirm power. The company has been 
getting that power for 214 mills. 

We, therefore, feel that it would be less advantageous to market the 
power up in that area at the present time under those conditions, but, 

rather more advantageous to complete the transmission line to the 
south. 

Now, in calculating the pay out of the project and arriving at the 
figure of $16 million surplus at the end of the 50-year period, the 
Bureau did figure the lower rate up here, according to what we can 
discover. 

If they had figured what we think the more logical assumption, that 
the power had been marketed in this area down here in Wyoming 
and Colorado, they would have had a surplus at the end of 50 years 
of $82 million, which is a good deal higher figure than the $16 million. 

We, therefore, think that the Bureau of Reclamation has been ex- 
tremely conservative in figuring the power pay out of the project, and 
that the rates for power ‘from the project will actually be less than 
those prevailing in that area 

Mr. Chairman, the second objection that has been raised to the con- 
struction of the project is the partnership issue. Mr. Raff, to whom 
I previously referred, and who is the executive assistant of the Mon- 
tana Power Co.—which I might add parenthetically is incorporated in 
the State of Delaware, I believe—said that his company was pre- 
pared to investigate the possibility of a partnership for the develop- 
ment of power at the Yellowtail project. 

Mr. Raff made that statement before the House hearings last year, 
and, to the best of our knowledge, this letter which was pi: iced in the 
record today, I believe, is the first overture that has been made by the 
company toward developing a partnership plan for that project. — 

We do not believe, Mr. Chairman, that the Bureau of Reclamation 
can be expected to assume the entire burden of securing what amounts 
to power company approval before building this project. 

Other so-called local agencies interested in partnership deve lopme nt 
have come forward and suggested their plan in definite form, The 
Montana Power Co. we do not think has done that. 

Senator O’Manoney. You say so-called local agencies. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. Why ? 
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Mr. Rorrnson. Well, sir, the Montana Power Co. is a corporation 
organized under the laws of Delaware, I believe, and we feel that it is 
not entirely responsive to the welfare of the people of the area in which 
it operates. 

Senator O’Manoney. I thought you were referring to some other 
group. 

Mr. Rosinson. No, sir; we do not think that there is any other local 
group able to participate in a partnership development of that project. 

The preference customers, the rural electric cooperatives in that area, 
are small. They perhaps do more closely reflect the desires and wel- 
fare of the local people, but their resources would not permit them to 
make an investment of perhaps $50 million or $75 million to partici- 
pate in that project. 

Senator O’Manoney. Apparently I misunderstood your statement. 
I thought that you were referring to some other group than the Mon- 
tana Power Co. 

Of course, that exhibit which we placed in the record was presented 
not only on behalf of Montana but of the Pacific Power & Light 
Co. Those are the only two corporations which I understand are in- 
terested in this matter. 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, sir. And I had no understood they were inter- 
ested actually until the present time, until that letter was placed in 
the record. 

I am not exactly familiar with the service area of the Pacific Power 
& Light Co. It strikes me, however, that its headquarters are a good 
deal to the westward of the project, perhaps several States away. As 
I recall, its principal service area is in Washington and Oregon. I 
would be happy to submit that for the record if it would be of in- 
terest. 

Senator O’Manonry. Do you know where it is incorporated ? 

Mr. Rogrnson. No, sir, I do not. I know that the only other utility 
here is Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., which is incorporated in Dela- 
ware, I believe. 

Senator O’Manonry. The co-ops are local co-ops? 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes, sir. The cooperatives are locally owned and 
operated, but are just not in a financial position to undertake a multiple- 
purpose project of this size. The cooperatives have always looked on 
the Federal power program as a means of establishing a competitive 
factor in an industry that is 80 years controlled by private utility 
companies. And if the entire burden of going to the power companies 
for clearance to build a project of this type were placed on the Federal 
power agencies the competitive effect of the project would be lost. 
Moreover, if a power company were to make an investment of $50 
million or $75 million in constructing the power facilities there it 
would be logical to assume that they would not market the power in 
accordance with the preference principles of the law. 

And I believe that I can state that in the event that such an arrange- 
ment were entered into for this project the cooperatives would be op- 
posed to it, not only to the partnership arrangement but to the con- 
struction of the project under those conditions. 

Senator O’Manoney. I understand that your feeling is that which 
was expressed by the chairman this morning, that the project should 
be built and should not be held up by waiting for a partnership agree- 
ment with any corporation. 


—e« 


YELLOWTAIL DAM—HARDIN UNIT, MONTANA de 


Mr. Rostnson. Yes, sir; that is our position at the present time. 

Senator O’Manonery. In other words, the project comes before the 
partnership. 

Mr. Rosrinson. Yes, sir. Especially with a project of this size and 
a multiple-purpose project that involves a large investment and from 
which power will logically be marketed over the transmission system 
of the Bureau of Reclamation which now exists throughout the entire 
area. 

We are opposed to the partnership principle on the basis that it 
disrupts the entire Federal power program as a competitive force, and 
we do not think that the administration policy, as it has been expressed 
thus far, can be construed as placing the entire burden of making over- 
tures toward the negotiation of a partnership contract on the Bureau 
of Reclamation or any other Federal power agency because that would 
give the power companies first refusal on every hydro site in the 
country. 

From a more practical standpoint, Mr. Chairman, we do not think 
that the Montana Power Co. will actually be interested in a large in- 
vestment in this project under present conditions. Although that 
statement may seem somewhat presumptuous, we base that on the fact 
that the company is now obtaining almost the entire output of the 
Canyon Ferry plant, and a large bloc of power from Fort Peck, and 
has been obtaining that Fort Peck power for some years, all of it, at 
the 214-mill dump rate. That is the same kind of power that the co- 
ops up here are paying 514 mills for, I believe, and down here are pay- 
ing almost 7 mills for. 

It is simply a situation where the Bureau of Reclamation does not 
have sufficient transmission to get the power to the load centers of the 
preference customers, and therefore is forced to deal with one pur- 
chaser, namely, the local utility company network, and must sell the 
power for what they can get for it. And as long asthe Montana Power 
Co. is able to purchase large quantities of 214-mill power there we can’t 
see why they would be interested in making a large capital investment 
in this plant which would raise their cost above the 214-mill rate. 

In connection with that, Mr. Chairman, we realize that this subeom- 
mittee is a substantive one and not directly concerned with appropria- 
tions, but we cannot emphasize too strongly that if this project is con- 
structed it must have adequate transmission to integrate it with the 
existing network of the Missouri River Basin system of the Bureau of 
Reclamation and enough transmission to get a sizable block of that 
power to the preference customers without the local utility companies 
coming is as an in-between. 

If the transmission is not built we feel that the same situation will 
obtain at Yellowtail as is now in existence at Canyon Ferry, namely, 
that the power will have to go to the only possible purchaser of the 
company at 214 mills. We would expect the power company to antici- 
pate this possibility and work toward its achievement. 

So we urge that construction of transmission necessary to tie this 
project in and deliver its power be included in any appropriation that 
is made for the construction of the project. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, rural electric systems in Montana and 
adjacent States are squarely in support of the construction of the Yel 
lowtail Dam, according to the Bureau of Reclamation plans for Fed- 
eral construction of power generation and transmission facilities. 
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We cannot support any plan which calls for installation by a private 
utility company of the generation and transmission equipment. 

In reference to Resolutions Nos. 5-G and 8-—J, which were attached to 
my statement and previously submitted for the record, these resolu- 
tions, were unanimously passed at the annual meeting of members of 
the National Electric Rural Cooperative Association on February 17, 
1955, in Atlantic City, N.J. 

Resolution No. 5-G urges construction of the Yellowtail Dam, and 
Resolution 8-—J places the association on record against the inter- 
mingling of Federal and private funds in the construction of multiple- 
purpose projects. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the privilege of 
being able to appear. 

Senator O’Manoney. We are very glad that you came, sir. 

We are happy to have your statement in the record. 

I am sorry that our hear ing lasted after 12 o’clock. The Senate, you 
know, is now in session, so that you did not have the large attendance 
to which you probably are entitled. 

There are representatives of the Montana Power Co. present. If 
they desire to make any statement the Chair will be very glad to have 
them do so. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. McELWAIN, DEER LODGE, MONT., 
ATTORNEY FOR MONTANA POWER CO., BUTTE, MONT. 


Mr. McEtwarn. My name is John McElwain. I am attorney for 
the Montana Power Co. 

I would like to just briefly state that the Montana Power Co. 
keenly interested, as they have indicated in the past, in sieanittiaie 
to work out, if this project is feasible, some type of partnership ar- 
rangement with the Government, particularly the Bureau of Rec- 
Janation in this particular instance, and they will very expeditiously 
follow the suggestions of the committee this morning in an effort to 
present to the committee by the Ist of May the requested information. 

Senator O’Manonry. When you speak of a partnership proposal 
what do you have in mind / 

Mr. McEuwarn. Mr. Chairman, I have not been in sufficiently 
enough with the engineers who have been working on this policy to 
give you that information. This matter has just recently been re- 
viewed by the company, and I do not have the information which 
you seek. But I am sure that it will be very expeditiously furnished 
to you. We would be very happy to get it to you in the immediate 
future. 

Senator O’Manonery. You are not in a position now to say whether 
or not it involves exclusively the purchase of power at the bus bar and 
its distribution or any other activities in connection with the project ? 

Mr. McEtwarn. Sir, I am not in a position at this time to say just 
what the proposal will be. 

Senator O’Manoney. I knew you were not, and that you couldn’t 
do that. But I thought you might have some concept of the idea. 

Mr. McEtwary. No, sir. I would rather not make a statement with 
regard to that at this time. 
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Senator O’Manonry. The witness who has just finished his testi- 
mony said that the Montana Power Co. is incorporated in the State of 
Delaware. 

Mr. McE.warn. I think that is incorrect, sir. I believe it is the 
State of New Jersey. 

Senator O’Manoney. In the State of New Jersey / 

Mr. McEtwain. That is correct. 

Senator O’Manoney. In how many States tig it operate / 

Mr. McExwain. It operates exclusively in Montana with the ex- 
cept ion of asmall portion of northern Id: i 

Senator O’Manonry. And how about the Pacific Power & Light 
Co.4 In what State is that incorporated ¢ 

Mr. McEtwatn. Mr. George Rodgers is here. 

Senator O’Manonry. Mr. Rodgers, would you care to answer that 
question ¢ 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE L. RODGERS, PORTLAND, OREG., ATTORNEY 
FOR PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT CO. 


Mr. Roncgers. Yes, sir. 

My name is George L. Rodgers, of Portland, Oreg. I am a member 
of the law firm of Smith, Gray, Hill & Rodgers. We are general 
counsel for Pacific. 

Pacific is incorporated under the laws of the State of Maine. The 
company operates in five States, the States of Montana, Wyoming, 
Idaho, Washington, and Oregon. 

Senator O’Manoney. Is it affiliated in any way with the Montana 
company 4 

Mr. Roperrs. It is not. 

Senator O’Manonry. Is it a subsidiary of any other corporation ? 

Mr. Roperrs. It is not. 

Senator O’Manoney. Is the Montana a subsidiary ? 

Mr. McEtwatin. No, we are an operating company completely on 
our own. 

Mr. Ropcers. Mr. Chairman, may I point out that while we are 
incorporated in Maine, most of our stockholders, that is, the voting 
stockholders, reside west of the Mississippi River and are resideits 
of the States we serve. Our company is subject to the regulatory juris- 
diction of the Wyoming commission and of the State commissions of 
the other four States in which it operates. It is also subject to regula- 
tion by the Federal Power Commission, and it is also, with respect to 
security instances in some respects, subject to the Security Act of 1933 
and the various laws. 

Senator O’Manoney. Sometimes you have to have a Geiger counter 
to find all the regulators. 

Mr. Ropegers. That is correct, sir. I feel that any statement to the 
effect that the mere technical fact of incorporation in the State of 
Maine indicates a lack of responsiveness to the needs of local people is 
entitely misleading. Our employees in Wyoming are responsible citi 
zens of that State. The same is true in Montana. We are in constant 
touch with our local district managers. They are almost autonomous 
in the field. 
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Senator O’Manonrey. Mr. Rodgers, I think it ought to be said in 
that connection that these corporations—and I am not speaking about 
yours particularly—any of these corporations that operate in several 
States are guided by the policy of the head office and not by the views 
of the local stockholders there or elsewhere. I have signed too many 
proxies in my time not to know what a proxy is and what manage- 
ment Is. 

The corporation is a managerial agency rather than a representa- 
tive of the local citizens. 

Mr. Ropcers. That is correct. I agree with that, just as the United 
States Senate enacts the laws and is the board of directors of the 
United States, although they are not actually incorporated in each of 
the States. 

Senator O’Manoney. Do you care to make any other statement ? 

Mr. Ropcers. No. 

I would like to say also that the present Wyoming division of the 
Pacific Power & Light Co., was, prior to May 1954 operated by the 
Mountain States Power Co., and on that date a merger between the 
two companies became effective. And the resources of Pacific to inter- 
est itself in a partnership arrangement of some kind are much greater 
than would have been the resources of Mountain States alone. Our 
engineers are presently studying this proposal. They are examining 
all of the material that is available to them. In line with your sug- 
gestion, they expect to be in touch with the Department of the Interior 
and to proceed just as fast as may be possible. 

Senator O’Manonry. Do these two companies have a partnership 
agreement or a corporate agreement ? 

Mr. Ropcers. They have no agreement at all except exchange of 
ideas between themselves. 

Senator O’Manoney. There is in the record the joint letter signed 
by representatives of both companies. So I wondered if any negotia- 
tions had proceeded in any degree at all. 

Mr. Ropcers. To my knowledge, it has only been an exploration of 
the problem between the engineers of the two companies under the 
direction of the respective presidents. 

Senator O’Manoney. Do you feel like Mr. Jones feels, that your 
company will be ready to cooperate with the Department of the Interior 
and the Bureau of the Budget in getting this partnership proposal 
before us by the 1st of May ? 

Mr. Roncers. I do, sir. If the situation is susceptible to some kind 
of a feasible partnership proposal, I am sure they will come forward 
with some kind of progress report by the Ist of May. 

Senator O’Manoney. I think that is very essential, sir. 

Are there any other witnesses ? 

The committee is obliged to all who have testified. The hearing is 
now closed. 

(By direction of the chairman, the following is made a part of the 
record :) 

KAYCEE, Wyo., March 22, 1955. 


Senator Joserpn C. O’MAHONEY, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Can speak only for rural electric cooperatives in Wyoming. We definitely 
need the power and transmission line that would go with building Yellowtail. 
We feel the development of this area depends on water stored for irrigation and 
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low-cost power for industrial development. Will gratefully appreciate what you 
ean do for us on this project. Have put out the information that the hearing 
is March 23, 
HAROLD CASH, 
President, Wyoming Rural Electric Cooperatives. 


SHERIDAN, Wyo., March 21, 1955. 
Hon. JosepH C. O’MAHONEY, 
United Statese Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


We endorse immediate construction of Yellowtail Dam in Montana by the 
United States Government according to Bureau of Reclamation plans which 
would provide with the marketing of power from this project according to the 
preference law. 

WYOMING STATE RURAL ELECTRICAL ASSOCIATION, 
J. HAro_p Casu, President. 


WoORLAND, Wyo., March 23, 1955. 
Senator JOSEPH O’ MAHONEY, 
United States Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
I am sure the people of the Bighorn Basin are in favor of the Yellowtail 
reclamation project because we are in a power scarcity area. 
Senator Ear. T. Bower. 


LEWISTOWN, Mont., March 21, 1955. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman of Committee and Subcommittee on Interior and Insular A fiairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Montana Transmission Electric Cooperative, Inec., a federation of 13 
electric cooperatives of the State of Montana through its officers desire to go on 
record of the need of the construction and development of Yellowtail Dam at the 
hearing of your committee on March 28 and 24. From reports that have been 
studied, there seems to be no doubt that it is a feasible project that both Mon- 
tana and the United States would be benefited by its development and that power 
rates need not be higher than those now prevailing in the area to amortize the 
cost of construction, development and operation. 

THE MONTANA TRANSMISSION COOPERATIVE, INC., 
By: Svenp A. Twept, President, Rudyard, Mont. 
AARON R. SHULL, Secretary-Treasurer, 
Lewistown, Mont. 


(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 








APPENDIXES 


In accordance with the understanding when the hearings closed on 
March 23, the following correspondence is a matter of record in the 
files of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs: 

A. Letter from Chairman Anderson dated March 25, 1955, to Chair 
man of the Federal Power Commission (with copies to Interior and 
Reclamation), requesting comments of the Commission on question 
raised by the Bureau of the Budget as to market for Yellowtail power. 

B. Letter dated March 25, 1955, to Secretary of the Interior relat- 
ing to inquiry of Federal a Commission, and noting that the 
Department would ascertain the precise nature of a partnership pro- 
posal which the two power companies in the area had indicated they 
would make. 

C. Letter of April 18, 1955, from Assistant Budget Director Bel- 
cher relating to data, and lack of supporting data, from Bureau of 
Reclamation, and requesting that information be furnished Federal 
Power Commission. 

D. Letter of April 15, 1955, to Budget Director Hughes relating 
to Mr. Belcher’s letter of April 13. 

EK. Letter of April 15, 1955, to Chairman of Federal Power Com- 
mission transmitting Mr. Belcher’s letter of April 18, 1955. 

F. Letter of April 15, 1955, to Secretary of the Interior, Hon. 
Douglas McKay, enclosing correspondence re Yellowtain Dam. 

G. Letter of April 5, 1! 955, from Under Secret: iry Davis, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, to Montana Power Co. and Pacific Power & 
Light Co., relating to joint partnership in Yellowtail project, Mon- 
tana-Wyoming. 

H. Letter of April 138, 1955, from Montana Power and the Pacific 
Power & Light on partne rship subject. 

I. Letter of May 6, 1955, from Under Secretary Davis to Chairman 
Anderson enclosing copy of letter of May 3, 1955, from Montana 
Power and Pacific Power & Light on Yellowtail partnership. 

J. Letter of May 2, 1955, from Chairman of Federal Power Com- 
mission to Senator Anderson in response to latter’s letter of March 25, 
1955. 

(The text of the material referred to is as follows:) 


APPENDIX A 


(Letter of Chairman Anderson to Federal Power Commission :) 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
March 25, 1955. 
Mr. JEROME K, KUYKENDALL, Sul 
Chairman, Federal Power Commission, 
Washington 25, D.C. 
My DEAR Mr. KUYKENDALL: The Ssahnseiaeithes on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs is currently holding 
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hearings on certain aspects of the Yellowtail Dam unit of the Missouri River 
River Basin project. 

A portion of the hearing is directed to obtaining an understanding of the 
manner in which Yellowtail Dam power and energy would be marketed and to 
reconciliation of the view expressed by the Bureau of Reclamation that a market 
does or will exist in which 185,000 kilowatts of firm power supplied at normal 
market load factor could be sold at an average rate of 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour, 
and a view expresed by the Bureau of the Budget that it was not convinced that 
such market exists or will exist. 

The Bureau of the Budget in its prepared testimony on March 23 stated essen- 
tially that the Bureau of Reclamation proposed to sell the firm power output 
of Yellowtail powerplant as commercial and peaking energy with load factors of 
50 and 10 percent, respectively, and corresponding average rates of 5.5 and 13.8 
mills per kilowatt-hour. The Bureau of the Budget also stated that no evidence 
has been presented to it that would effectively demonstrate that such could be 
done. Reclamation, in its testimony, pointed out that it did not anticipate mar- 
keting a portion of Yellowtail power and energy as low load factor peaking 
service. On the contrary, it anticipates that a portion of available capacity 
and energy would be integrated into the larger Federal Missouri Basin power 
system and be combined with energy from other system plants, which would 
otherwise be salable only as nonfirm energy. The combination would be sold 
as firm power Service at market load factor. 

The testimony by Reclamation brought out that the Yelllowtail power develop- 
ment during an assumed 50-year payout period will produce annually at load 
centers an average of 100,000 kilowatts and 438 million kilowatt-hours of firm 
energy. It will also produce an annual average of 85,000 kilowatts and 74 
million kilowatt-hours of firm power and energy which would be integrated with 
296 million kilowatt-hours of surplus nonfirm energy from other system plants. 
The resultant combination would be likewise marketed as firm commercial 
service. The testimony also indicated that the revenue obtainable from the 
annual average capacity of 85,000 kilowatts and the 370 million kilowatt-hours 
of combination energy marketed at the average rate of 5.5 mills would be divided 
in a manner which would credit to each participating powerplant or unit the 
portion of the revenue equitably attributable to each plant. 

The Bureau of Reclamation testified that it considered the principal market- 
ing area for Yellowtail power would include Montana east of the Continental 
Divide; the northwestern portion of North Dakota, west and north of Garrison ; 
and the northern portion of Wyoming, generally as far south as Casper. Recla- 
ination also testified that Yellowtail power could be made available elsewhere 
through displacement so that essentially the entire Missouri River Basin con- 
stituted a potential marketing area. 

The only unresolved question was lack of an acceptance by the Bureau of the 
sudget of Reclamation’s statement relative to the existence, or potential exist- 
ence, of a market in which such power could be sold. In order that this com- 
mittee may be in a position to determine the correctness of Reclamation’s con- 
clusion, we request your Commission in the light of the foregoing data to give a 
response to the following question : 

“Considering the present and planned power supplies and the present and 
estimated future power requirements, will there be by 1960, or in subsequent 
vears, Within the principal marketing area described by Reclamation or the 
expanded area of the Missouri River Basin, a market in which 185,000 kilowatts 
of firm power at market load factor could be sold at an average of 5.5 mills per 
kilowatt-hour?” 

A response with appropriate comments to the above question by April 15 or 
as soon thereafter as practicable before May 1 will enable this committee to 
consider further the matters before it in connection with Yellowtail Dam. It 
will be appreciated if a copy of your reply is made available to the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Secretary of the Interior, and to the Commissioner 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

For your further information, there are attached copies of statements for the 
record by Reclamation and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 
Copies to: 
Hon. Douglas McKay. 
Hon. Rowland R. Hughes. 
Hon. Clarence A. Davis. 
Hon. Wilbur A. Dexheimer. 
Hon. F. M. Clinton. 
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APPENDIX B 


(Letter from Chairman Anderson to Department of the Interior :) 


MARCH 25, 1955 
Hon. DoucLas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. SECRETARY: At a hearing before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation on March 23, a review was made of the recommendations previously 
advanced by the Bureau of Reclamation, endorsed by the Department of the 
Interior, for the construction of Yellowtail Dam and the Hardin irrigation unit 
of the Missouri River Basin project, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944 
Spokesmen for the Bureau of Reclamation reiterated the findings that its 
“analysis demonstrates that the Yellowtail unit is economically and financially 
feasible under the approved interim schedule of rates for power service in the 
Missouri River Basin project.” 

This finding was challenged on one essential point by the Bureau of the Budg- 
et through Assistant Director Donald R. Belcher. The subcommittee agreed 
to submit this question to the Federal Power Commission, which is being done 
in the attached letter to Chairman Jerome K. Kuykendall. The facts and figures 
set forth in this letter, set forth correctly, as summarized from the record, the 
point of difference between your agency and the Bureau of the Budget, but 
if the Commission requires additional information, I trust it will be furnished 
promptly as a response with comments is desired by April 15, or as soon there 
after as practicable before May 1. 

\ second phase of the review by the subcommittee dealt with that part of 
\ssistant Director Belcher’s letter of January 27 to the Billings (Mont.) Chamber 
of Commerce. Mr. Belcher stated the belief that “the possibility of local 
participation in the construction of Yellowtail Dam has not been fully explored.” 
\ copy of a letter dated March 17, 1955, from the Montana Power Co. and the 
Pacific Light & Power Co. to the Billings Chamber of Commerce on the subject 
was inserted in the record and has been made available to you, I understand. 

Under Secretary Clarence A. Davis, who represented you at the hearing, 
stated that on the basis of the letter from the two utility companies, the Bureau 
of Reclamation would be instructed to ascertain the precise nature of a partner- 
ship proposal which these agencies would make. 

The subcommittee recessed the hearing until May 4, before which time it is 
requested that there be presented in detail a firm proposal by the Montana 
Power and Pacific Power & Light Cos. with the comments thereon of the 
Bureau of Reciamation and the Secretary of the Interior. Since Yellowtail 
Dam is a multiple-purpose structure authorized to serve conservation, river regu- 
lation, and irrigation, as well as hydropower generation, consideration of all 
phases should be included in any proposal or comments submitted. 

In order that there may be opportunity for examination of any proposal and 
comments before the hearings are resumed, advance copies of any material 
available will be appreciated by May 2. Your representatives were advised that 
the information was desired by May 1, which falls on Sunday. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 
Copies to: 
Wilbur A. Dexheimer, Commissioner of Reclamation. 
F. M. Clinton, Regional Director, Reclamation, Billings, Mont. 
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APPENDIX C 


(Letter from Bureau of the Budget to Chairman Anderson :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., April 13, 1955. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
United Stales Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: Thank you for your letter of March 25, 1955, 
enclosing a copy of your letter of the same date to the Federal Power Com- 
mission concerning the decisions reached by the Senate Subcommittee on Irriga- 
tion and Reclamation as a result of the hearings held March 23 on the Bureau 
of Reclamation Yellowtail Dam project. 

As brought out in my testimony before the committee, we are anxious to 
assist in resolving the questions regarding the power market and the rates for 
the Yellowtail project. For that reason we suggested that the views of the 
Federal Power Commission be obtained. However, from our review of your 
letter to the Commission we are not sure that the specific questions with which 
we are concerned are covered, With the thought in mind that we may not have 
made our position completely clear to the committee, there is outlined below 
the background and the reasons for the Bureau of the Budget’s questions on 
the power aspects of this project. 

My letter of January 27, 1955, to the Billings (Mont.) Chamber of Commerce, 
after referring to the need for exploring the partnership possibilities of the 
Yellowtail project, stated that our review of the Federal project as contemplated 
at that time indicated that to provide repayment of the power investment would 
require power rates higher than those prevailing in the area. In my prepared 
statement, which was presented to your committee on March 28, 1955, it was 
pointed out that this conclusion was based on the information contained in a 
veneral statement of April 1954, prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation, which 
set forth estimates of total firm commercial power sales from the project on an 
integrated power system basis for the first 50 years of project operations of 
26,019 million kilowatt-hours and total revenues of $175,568,050, or an average 
of 6.75 mills per kilowatt-hour. In view of the Missouri River Basin average 
firm power rate of 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour, and other prevailing rates in 
Montana, we concluded that 6.75 mills per kilowatt-hour appeared to be high for 
the area. 

On March 17, 1955, at a meeting in this office, the Bureau of Reclamation 
submitted a revised repayment schedule and accompanying statement, copy 
attached, which proposed commercial and peaking-energy sales of Yellowtail 
power, based, respectively, on load factors of 50 and 10 percent with associated 
revenues based, respectively, on average rates of 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour 
and 13.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. The Bureau of the Budget representatives 
suggested that the Bureau of Reclamation submit information showing how 
the power would be sold under this plan or how it would be integrated into the 
Missouri Basin system in order to determine the source of the nonfirm energy 
to be integrated with the Yellowtail peaking energy and the transmission facilities 
required to dispose of the resulting combination as firm power at market-load 
factor. The Bureau of Reclamation stated that it did not have such supporting 
information. 

I think it is generally agreed by all concerned that 185,000 kilowatts of firm 
power supplied at normal market-load factor could be sold at an average rate 
of 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour in this area. However, as pointed out in my 
statement before the committee, we have received no evidence that would effec- 
tively demonstrate that Yellowtail power could be sold either as firm commercial 
power at 6.75 mills per kilowatt-hour or as peaking energy with a load factor 
of 10 percent at 13.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. Neither have we received evidence 
that the peaking energy could be economically integrated with other nonfirm 
Missouri River Basin power within the transmission cost estimates presented 
in the report. These are the points on which the Federal Power Commission 
comments would be most helpful in resolving the questions raised by the Bureau 
of the Budget as to the financial feasibility of this project. 
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As you recall, in the hearing before the committee the Bureau of the Budget 
agreed to comment on the views to be submitted by the Federal Power Com- 
mission with regard to the questions that had been raised in our testimony. 
Accordingly, in order to assure that the Commission will cover the specific 
points with which we are concerned, we would greatly appreciate it if either 
a copy of this letter or the views expressed therein could be made available to 
the Commission. This would greatly facilitate our further review and the 
submission of our report to the committee. 

We will also be glad to comment on the report of the Secretary of the Interior 
concerning the partnership aspects of this project when received. 

Sincerely yours, 
DONALD R. BELCHER, Assistant Director. 


STATEMENT RECEIVED BY BUREAU OF THE BupGETr FROM BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
STAFF ON MARCH 17, 1955 


During the course of discussions between representatives of the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Bureau of Reclamation on March 11, 1955, regarding the 
firm power rate used in the power system repayment study for the Yellowtail 
Dain, Budget officials requested that the firm commercial energy and associated 
revenues used in this study be segregated to show the energy and revenues 
associated with firm commercial sales and peaking sales. The power system 
repayment study referred to is contained in the report on hearings before the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, dated April 29 and 380, 1954. 

The attached repayment study, dated March 16, 1955, provides the desired 
information. Columns 4 and 5 show the commercial and peaking energy sales, 
based, respectively, on load factors of 50 and 10 percent, while columns 9 and 
10 show the associated revenues based, respectively, on average rates of 5.5 
mills per kilowatt-hour and 13.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. The total revenue 
derived from columns 9 and 10 is $174,457,720, which is $1,110,330 less than the 
figure of $175,568,050 shown in the original study. This difference is attributed 
to the accuracy resulting from use of the average rate of 5.5 mills which permits 
some of the energy to fall in the 3.0 mill block, whereas the shortcut method 
used in the original study assumed that all firm energy would fall in the 3.5 
mill block. The difference, however, is slight, representing a reduction in total 
firm revenues of six-tenths of 1 percent and has the effect of reducing the total 
earned surplus from $16,098,620 to $14,263,210. 


APPENDIx D 


(Letter of Chairman Anderson to Bureau of the Budget :) 


APRIL 15, 1955. 
Hon. RowLanpD R. HuGHEs, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Drar Mr. HuGHes: I have Mr. Belcher’s letter of April 15, wherein you 
point out certain factors contained in your statement as given before this sub- 
committee on March 8, in connection with Yellowtail unit, Missouri River Basin 
project. In accordance with Mr. Belcher’s request we have forwarded his letter 
to the Federal Power Commission with observations as to our understanding 
of the Bureau of Reclamation’s position on the power marketing problem. 

The testimony before the subcommittee by both Mr. Belcher and representa 
tives of the Bureau of Reclamation has been reviewed. Mr. Belcher’s state- 
ment points out, it is true, that no evidence has been received which would ef- 
fectively demonstrate that Yellowtail power could be sold either as firm com- 
mercial power at 6.75 mills per kilowatt-hour or as peaking power with a 
load factor of 10 percent at 13.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. The relevancy of this 
evidence, even if it existed, is not clear in the light of the testimony presented 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. The flat statement by Reclamation was that 
it does not propose to sell firm energy at 6.75 mills nor to sell peaking power 
with a load factor of 10 percent at 13.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. But it was 
explained that these figures are the basis for revenues assigned to Yellowtail 
stated in terms of units per kilowatt-hour. 
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Reclamation’s testimony, the review shows, is clear that the plan is to sell 
approximately 185,000 kilowatts at normal market load factor at an average 
rate of 5.5 mills per kilowtt-hour. It would seem that this average rate results 
from application of the interim schedule of rates for wholesale firm power service 
approved for the Missouri River Basin project. 

The attention of the Bureau of the Budget is directed to the Reclamation pro- 
posal to assign to Yellowtail certain revenues resulting from the sale of inte- 
grated energy of the Missouri Basin project system. It would assign to Yellow- 
tail that part of the total revenue from such integration which represents the 
revenue attributable to the capacity and energy obtainable from Yellowtail. The 
derivation of this assignment of revenue is shown by the information submitted 
by Reclamation, a copy of which is attached for your ready reference. Conse- 
quently, the subcommittee abstains from calling on Reclamation to furnish sup 
porting data for a plan it does not contemplate proposing. 

A review of testimony at the 1954 hearings before the House Subcommittee on 
Yellowtail Dam shows that the transmission cost estimate presented by Recla 
mation then is an assigned cost to Yellowtail of an appropriate portion of the 
total transmission system cost of the Missouri River Basin project. This as- 
signed amount is approximately $2414 million. Actually, it was pointed out, the 
necessary direct transmission costs to market Yellowtail are to be integrated 
with other plants. Reclamation appears to be following the accepted practice in 
utility accounting operations in that Yellowtail should stand its fair share of 
total transmission cost as proposed. 

Mr. Belcher and Reclamation appear to agree on what would seem to be the 
major point in connection with the feasibility of Yellowtail. His letter, if cor- 
rectly interpreted, recognizes that 185,000 kilowatts of firm power supplied at 
normal market load factor could be sold at an average rate of 5.5 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour in the area. Our review of the testimony, together with Mr. Belcher’s 
letter, seems to indicate that the only question of marketability was that on which 
I asked comments from the Federal Power Commission in my letter of March 25. 

I am enclosing a copy of my letter to the Chairman of the Federal Power Com- 
mission in which I request that any comment on the hypothetical question Mr. 
Lelcher raised should not be confused with the comment on the question posed 
by my letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 
Copies to: 
Mr. Jerome K. Kuykendall. 
Secretary of the Interior. 
Commissioner of Reclamation. 
Regional director, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Billings, Mont. 


APPENDIX E 


(Letter of Chairman Anderson to Federal Power Commission :) 


APRIL 15, 1955. 
Hon. JEROME K. KUYKENDALL, 
Chairman, Federal Power Commission, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. KUYKENDALL: Further reference is made to my letter to you of 
March 25, wherein we requested your comments in regard to the marketability 
of certain power and energy from the proposed Yellowtail powerplant, Missouri 
River Basin project. 

At the request of the Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget, I am 
transmitting herewith a letter which was received from him, dated April 13, 
together with my comments in a letter of even date. 

His letter is transmitted to you at the request of Mr. Belcher, although I am not 
clear as to what light may be thrown on the subject by comment on what appears 
to be hypothetical questions presented. A review of the testimony at the hearing 
before this subcommittee indicates that the Bureau of Reclamation does not pro- 
pose to sell firm commercial power at 6.75 mills per kilowatt-hour or peaking 
energy with a load factor of 10 percent at 138.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. Never- 
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theless, the letter is transmitted to you for whatever comments you care to make. 
The subcommittee, however, hopes that any discussion of these hypothetical 
questions will be kept entirely separate from those you make on the question 
which was submitted to you in my letter of March 25. 

Sincerely yours, 

CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 
Copies to: 

Mr. Rowland R. Hughes. 

Mr. Douglas McKay. 

Mr. Wilbur A. Dexheimer. 

Mr. F. M. Clinton, regional director, Reclamation, Billings, Mont. 


APPENDIX F 


(Letter of Chairman Anderson to Department of the Interior :) 


APRIL 15, 1955. 
Hon, DovueLtas McKA4y, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. Secretary: Enclosed you will find copies of correspondence grow- 
ing out of the hearing on Yellowtail Dam held by this subcommittee on March 
8, and my letter of March 25 to the Federal Power Commission. The copies in- 
clude that of a letter from Assistant Budget Director Belcher, and of my reply, 
and another of my letter of even date to the Federal Power Commission. You 
will note that I am endeavoring to isolate the issue before the Federal Power 
Commission to the question of marketability of Yellowtail power propounded 
in my letter of March 25. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Commissioner of Reclamation for 
any comments direct or through the Department that may be appropriate in con 
nection with the review of the testimony at the March & hearing. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 
Copies to: 
Mr. Wilbur A. Dexheimer. 
Mr. F. M. Clinton, regional director, Reclamation, Billings, Mont. 


Appenpix G 


(Letter of Department of the Interior to Pacific Power & Light Co. 
and Montana Power Co.:) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 5, 1955, 

Subject: Joint participation in Yellowtail project, Montana-Wyoming. 
PactFIc Power & Licut Co., 

Public Service Building, Portland, Oreg. 
MONTANA POWER Co., 

40 East Broadway, Butte, Mont. 


GENTLEMEN: In connection with proposed appropriations looking toward the 
construction of the Yellowtail project, you are aware that the Bureau of the Budg- 
et has expressed the opinion that there has not been an adequate exploration of 
the possibilities of local participation in the construction of this project. 

On March 23, 1955, the subcommittee of the Senate Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs Committee held hearings in connection with this project, a portion of which 
was directed toward this question of the possibilities of local participation in 
the construction of all or some of the facilities of the project. Your telegram 
advising of your interest in the matter and that you expected to pursue some 
investigations with relation to it was introduced in the record. We have re- 
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viewed that telegram with a great deal of interest, since, as I am sure you are 
aware, we are interested in the early construction of the Yellowtail project. 

During the course of these Senate hearings, at the request of the committee, 
I undertook to explore the possibilities of a partnership arrangement and agreed 
that I would report back to the subcommittee whether the Department considered 
the indicated interest on your part was merely casual or was a sincere interest in 
actually following through with a proposal. 

I indicated to the subcommittee and I now indicate to you that I do not be 
lieve the mere expression of casual interest, unaccompanied by specific actions, 
should be used as an excuse for further delay in the construction of this project. 
I also realize that it is probably impossible for you to submit detailed proposals 
within the length of time, which the subcommitjee suggested should be about 
May 1. On the other hand, I am sure the subcommittee feels, and I feel, that 
if you are interested in a partnership plan we should have some rather positive 
assurances that you are sincerely and in good faith endeavoring to work out 
a proposal for participation by yourself or in combination with other interested 
groups, either public or private, toward non-Federal construction of a portion 
of the facilities. 

I am informed that the engineering plans of the project have been available to 
you and that you have had them for some time. Whether you have actually done 
any of the engineering work obviously necessary to enable you to submit a pro- 
posal, I do not know, and your intentions with regard to so doing, I do not know, 
but some such positive statement as to your intentions and an indication of the 
length of time required to enable you to submit a proposal, together with a state- 
ment of your seriousness in that regard, would be appreciated. 

You should be advised that in the determination of such proposal the following 
matters need consideration by you: 

1. The Bureau plans call for installation of approximately 200,000 kilowatts 
of generating capacity, of which the Bureau estimates approximately 120,000 
kilowatts to be associated with firm power service and the remainder as capacity, 
with limited energy, to be combined with surplus energy output of other units, 
present and prospective, of the Bureau’s Missouri Basin program, so that the 
resulting combination can be sold as firm power service. 

2. There are alternative plans fcr the supply of water to the Hardin unit, one 
of which is by gravity with a takeout above the dam, and the other is by pumping 
from below the dam. Therefore, it would be important in any proposal submitted 
by you, in the event your proposal involved the sale of falling water, to determine 
at what rate this pumping energy might be supplied, because if the rate suggested 
for pumping energy is too high, it might be more economical to supply the Hardin 
unit by gravity irrigation, and either of these alternatives involves computation 
of the alternative irrigation plans, depending upon the power rate. The Bureau 
plan also contemplates that approximately 25 percent of the capacity and 12.7 
percent of the energy developed at Yellowtail will be used in irrigation service, 
including Hardin unit pumping, in the Missouri River Basin project. 

3. Any proposal made by you would of necessity involve a reservoir operation 
which would permit the Government to satisfy its water conservation, flood con- 
trol, and irrigation requirements. 

4. There may be many other matters which you would have to take into ac- 
count before submitting any firm proposals that involve the value of the falling 
water to you. In this connection the Bureau of Reclamation will be glad to sub- 
mit for your consideration its plans and inform you of its necessary requirements 
to enable you to make such investigation as you desire. 

Such statement in regard to this matter, if any, as you desire to make, I should 
like to receive not later than May 1, 1955. 

Very truly yours, 
CLARENCE A. DaAvIs, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 
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AprENDIx H 


(Letter of Montana Power Co. and Pacific Power & Light Co. to 
Department of the Interior :) 


APRIL 18, 1955 
Re Yellowtail partnership. 
Hon. CLARENCE A. DAVIS, 
Under Secretary of the Interior, 
United States Interior Department, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SECRETARY DAvis: Replying to your letter of April 5, I want to assure 
you that the Montana Power Co. and Pacific Power & Light Co. are seriously and 
actively interested in a partnership arrangement for the construction and opera 
tion of the Yellowtail project. I believe a report on the progress of our studies 
to this point will demonstrate that we are doing everything possible to develop 
a proposal. 

We have carried on as much preliminary investigation and study as the i 
formation available to us has permitted. In addition, we have done some engi- 
neering work in connection with that part of the project that could be built 
the two companies. 

While we have had access for a little less than a month to some Bureau of 
Reclamation data based on the 1950 definite plan report, this information has not 
been adequate for a complete appraisal of the project. Consequently, in a tele- 
phone conversation this week with Regional Director Frank M. Clinton, we have 
made arrangements to review the Bureau’s current and revised engineering, de 
sign, and cost reports. 

Our engineers will start immediately to review this information, after which 
Montana and Pacific will meet to consider all of the data that have been gathered 

We also are exploring the question of whether a partnership arrangement can 
be worked out without our becoming a holding company, as this would be an 
important consideration in this matter. 

It is our expectation that we will be able to contact you prior to the end of 
April to arrange with you an interview at which we will submit either a definite 
proposal for a partnership on the Yellowtail project, or a detailed report of our 
findings and conclusions up to that time. As you have indicated in your letter 
it may be impossible to complete our work and to sumbit a detailed proposal by 
that date, but I am sure that our report to you will indicate that we are moving 
forward as rapidly as possible. 

Replying specifically to the matters referred to in vour letter, T w 
state: 

1. We would expect to produce the maximum amount of firm power from the 
available water and to integrate surplus production at Yellowtail with produce 
tion at our other plants to increase the overall firm capability of the systems 

2. We will review extensively the alternate plans developed by the Bureau for 
the supply of water to the Hardin irrigation unit. 

8. Our considerations recognize reservoir operation in such a manner as to 
meet the requirements of water conservation, flood control, and irrigation 

4. Our engineers now have a date for next Monday and Tuesday, April 18 and 
19, to review with your representatives at the regional office in Billings, all of 
the information available in connection with the Yellowtail project, after which 
we will proceed further with our own studies and with the valuation of a part 
nership plan. 

Our interest in a partnership arrangement for Yellowtail is based on our firm 
conviction that a mutually satisfactory plan will make possible the early develop- 
ment of that project at a minimum cost to the Government and the taxpayers, 
will reduce future demands on the United States Treasury, and will serve the 
best interests of the electric consumers in this region. 

Sincerely, 
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APPENDIX I 


(Letter of Department of Interior to Chairman Anderson and en- 
] 
crosure =) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 6, 1955. 


Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: This will refer to the hearing of your subcom- 
mittee on March 23, 1955, in connection with the Yellowtail project, Montana- 
Wyoming. 

At that hearing you received a telegram from the Pacific Power & Light Co. 
and the Montana Power Co., expressing their interest in submitting a proposal 
with reference to possible construction by them of the electric power facilities of 
the Yellowtail project. It was our mutual feeling that the preparation of such 
a proposal should not delay further action by the Congress looking toward the 
construction of this project, unless it was clear that these companies intended 
to submit as promptly as possible a definite proposal, and you asked me on be- 
half of this Department to investigate very promptly the further attitude of 
these companies, whether they were submitting the tentaive proposal in good 
faith and were sincerely interested in having the opportunity to work out a 
definitive proposal on which action might be taken. 

There were representatives of these two companies at the hearing, and they 
were asked by me at that time verbally to begin action to expedite any proposals 
that they might consider making. Following this verbal request, on April 5, 
1955, I transmitted to the companies concerned a letter of inquiry, copy of which 
is attached for your information. I have received a reply to that communication, 
dated May 3, 1955, a copy of which is also attached for your information. 

l'rom the facts set forth in the joint letter of the companies to the effect that 
the Bureau of Reclamation has found it necessary on a resurvey of that Bureau’s 
report to recast some of the fundamental computations upon which the plans 
of the Bureau and the plans of the companies must be based, it seems clear that 
the companies could not submit a definitive proposal within the time limitation 
suggested by the committee. 

However, I am convinced from the statement submitted in the attached letter 
and from an interview between this Department and Mr. Paul McKee, president 
of the Pacific Power & Light Co., and Mr. J. E. Corette, president of Montana 
Power Co., and their engineers that these companies are proceeding in good faith 
and as rapidly as possible with the preparation of a specific and detailed proposal. 

While, of course, it is not possible to express any final opinion as to the de- 
tailed proposal which may be submitted, I feel justified in saying that the gen- 
eral proposal submitted in the companies’ letter appears to materially minimize 
the Federal investment in the project, to pay annual rental for use of the reservoir 
and falling water, to provide adequate pumping power at the dam site and else- 
where for the Hardin irrigation unit, to conform to a reservoir operation which 
meets the requirement of water conservation, flood control, and irrigation, and 
to provide substantially the same amounts of power as will be provided under 
any other proposal. 

Assuming that a definitive proposal accomplishing these results can be worked 
out between the Government and these companies, it would appear to meet the 
primary objectives of the project and to materially facilitate its early construc- 
tion. Therefore, this Department expects upon receipt from the companies of 
their definite proposition to give the matter most careful consideration, in the 
hope that such a proposal may meet all of the purposes and requirements of the 
Government and permit earlier construction of the project than would appear to 
be likely under other proposals. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE A. Davis, Under Secretary. 
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PARTNERSHIP PROPOSAL OF MONTANA POWER AND Paciric Ligur & POWER 
COMPANIES 


PActFIc Power & LicHt Co, THE MONTANA POWER Co. 
PORTLAND, OREG. BUTTE, MONT. 


May 8, 1955. 
Re Yellowtail partnership. 
Hon. CLARENCE A, DAvIs, 
Under Secretary of the Interior, 
United States Interior Department, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SECRETARY Davis: In accordance with the plan outlined to you in our 
letter of April 18, the Montana Power Co. and Pacific Power & Light Co. desire 
to report to you at this time on the status of our joint studies and to reaffirm 
our active interest in working out with the Government a proposal for develop- 
ment of the Yellowtail project in Montana and Wyoming under a partnership 
arrangement. 

Engineers of the two companies have reviewed the estimates and reports which 
have been made available to us by the Bureau of Reclamation, and we have had 
an opportunity to discuss our studies. However, until late in March, the only 
figures available to us were those based on the 1950 definite plan report and 
presented recently at the Senate hearing. On April 18 and 19, we obtained 
from the Bureau of Reclamation office in Billings revised data that were con- 
siderably different from the 1950 figures, and there now have been at least three 
changes made in these figures, the latest revision being supplied by the Bureau 
on April 26. Each of these revisions has required new appraisals and engineer- 
ing studies so that a great deal of additional work will be necessary before we 
are able to evaluate all of the factors involved. 

The Bureau’s regional office in Billings currently is making changes in its 
estimates and studies, and these must be appraised when the new figures are 
made available. 

Using the available Bureau estimates and preliminary figures on the cost of 
generation and transmission facilities developed by our engineers, we are con 
sidering subject to further engineering studies and review, the following pro- 
posal to the Government: 

First. Pacific Power & Light Co. and the Montana Power Co. will offer to 
build the Yellowtail powerplant, switchyard, and transmission facilities neces- 
sary to produce and transmit the power to load centers in Wyoming and 
Montana. 

Second. The two companies will pay the Government an annual rental for use 
of the reservoir and falling water, which they believe from their present pre- 
liminary study should be sufficient to repay the Government’s costs reasonably 
allocated to commercial power and which will make the cost of the power com- 
parable with the cost of power available to the companies from other sources. 

Third. Under the companies’ plan, energy will be supplied for the Hardin 
irrigation pumping plant at the dam without cost to the Federal Government or 
the water users. 

Fourth. The companies’ considerations recognize reservoir operation in such 
a manner as to meet the requirements of water conservation, flood control, and 
irrigation. 

Under such a partnership proposal, the Bureau would construct the dam and 
irrigation features of the Yellowtail and Hardin units, and the companies would 
construct, own, and operate the power facilities at the dam under a 50-year license 
from the Federal Power Commission. 

$v constructing the power facilities, the companies will save the Federal 
Government a capital investment of approximately $48 million which would be 
necessary if the Government were to build the powerplant and related trans- 
mission facilities. 

The companies, by owning and operating the generation and transmission 
facilities, would pay approximately $27 million in Federal, State, and local taxes 
over the 50-year period of the license. 

Therefore, the combined benefits to the Federal and State governments from the 
partnership plan are approximately $75 million. 

Under a partnership arrangement, the companies would expect to develop and 
market the same amount of power and energy as the Bureau has proposed in its 
studies. By integrating production at Yellowtail with production at other plants 
on our systems and by distributing Yellowtail power and energy throughout 
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Montana and Wyoming, the companies will provide the widest possible market 
for the power and will benefit a maximum number of electric consumers in the 
Two States 
We have been proceeding with our studies as rapidly as possible in an effort 
to have as much information available for you as we were able by the 1st of 
May While you will recognize that a great deal more review and study are 
necessary to evaluate the information we have received and the information 
being prepared at this time by the Bureau, we believe that we can offer a partner 
ship arrangement that will provide the maximum benefits to the taxpayers and 
‘tric users, and, at the same time, reduce the demands on the United States 
asury. 
Sincerely, 
THE MONTANA POWER Co., 
J. EK. Corer Te, 
President and General Manage) 
PaAcIFIC POWER & LIGHT Co., 
PAUL B. McKee, President. 


Yellowtail project—Government construction versus partnership 
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APPENDIX J 


(Reply of Federal Power Commission to Senator Anderson :) 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., May 2, 1955. 
Hon. CLINTON P, ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This is in reply to your letter of March 25, 1955, 
requesting information on the market for power that could be produced by the 
proposed Yellowtail project on the Big Horn River, Mont. The specific question 
in your letter concerning the market for Yellowtail power is directly related to 
the Department of the Interior’s report on power production, marketing and 
payout, which you forwarded with your letter. Therefore, in addition to reply- 
ing to the question in your letter, comments are included herein on the market- 
ing plan contained in Interior’s report. Consideration has been given also to 
your letter of April 15, 1955, and to the enclosed copy of letter you received from 
the Bureau of the Budget, together with your reply of April 15, 1955. 
The powerplant being considered for the Yellowtail project would have an 
installed capacity of 200,000 kilowatts, comprised of four 50,000-kilowatt units. 
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Calculations by the Department of the Interior indicate that the plant could 
generate about 818,100,000 kilowatt-hours of electric energy a year on the aver- 
age during the first 50 years of operation, of which about 628,500,000 kilowatt- 
hours would be firm energy. After allowance for average transmission losses 
the salable power would be 185,000 kilowatts of capacity plus 757 million kilo 
watt-hours of energy, of which 577 million kilowatt-hours would be firm and 180 
million kilowatt-hours would be nonfirm. 

In our analysis we have assumed that northern Wyoming, Montana east of 
the Continental Divide, and a portion of western North Dakota would comprise 
the principal area in which power produced at Yellowtail would be marketed 
This area encompasses load centers generally within reasonable transmission 
distance of the project. Estimates of future power requirements in the Yellow- 
tail market area are contained in the report, Power Requirements and Supply, 
Missiouri River Region, prepared by the Subcommittee on Electric Power of the 
Missouri Basin Interagency Committee under date of May 1953. The Commis 
sion’s regional engineer in Chicago served as chairman of this subcommittee. 
The estimates of future power requirements in the Yellowtail market area pre 
sented in the subcommittee’s report have been reviewed and are considered to 
be reasonable for the current.analysis. A summary of the estimates is shown 
below: 

Estimated future power requirements—Y ellowtail market area 


The above estimates indicate an area load growth of 158,000 kilowatts during 
the 5 vears ending in 1960, 150,000 kilowatts during the 5 years ending 1965, 
and 182,000 kilowatts during the 5 years ending in 1970. Considering the present 
and scheduled power supply in the area and the estimated load growth, the 
Commission is of the opinion that 185,000 kilowatts of firm power at market 
load factor could be sold in the assumed market area between 1960 and 1965 at 
Bureau of Reclamation rates for wholesale firm power service in the eastern 
division of the Missouri River Basin. It should be noted, however, that the 
delivery of 185,000 kilowatts of firm power at the load factor of the market area 
(60 percent) would require about 975 million kilowatt-hours of firm energy at 
market. This is about 400 million kilowatt-hours more than the firm energy 
available from the Yellowtail project. This amount of additional energy would 
have to be supplied from other sources if the project is to be credited with 
delivery of the full 185,000 kilowatts of firm capacity. This matter is discussed 
in the following paragraphs. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, Missouri Basin, eastern division, rates are as 
follows: 

Monthly rates: 

Capacity charge: $0.75 per kilowatt of billing demand. 

Energy charge: First 250 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand 
at 3.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. All over 250 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of 
billing demand at 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

The rate schedule also provides for a minimum annual capacity charge of 
$7.20 per kilowatt of the contract rate of delivery. The revenue per kilowatt- 
hour received for power sold under this rate schedule is dependent upon the 
load factor at which the power is sold and the monthly variation in billing 
demand. The question in your letter is predicated on the power being sold at 
an average of 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. To attain that average revenue the 
power would have to be sold at an average annual load factor of about 48 
percent. If the power is sold at market load factor, which is expected to be 
about 60 percent on an annual basis, for the assumed market area, the revenue 
per kilowatt-hour would average about 5 mills, or 0.5 mill less than the rate 
stated in your letter. 

Under Interior’s marketing plan an annual average of 100,000 kilowatts and 
488 million kilowatt-hours would be utilized for firm power sales, an annual 
average of 85,000 kilowatts and 74 million kilowatt-hours would be integrated 
With other system plants and sold as firm power, 65 million kilowatt-hours would 
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be utilized for pumping, and 180 million kilowatt-hours would be sold as nonfirn 
energy. The contemplated sale of 100,000 kilowatts and 438 million kilowatt- 
hours would be at an annual load factor of 50 percent, whereas the 85,000 kilo 
watts and 74 million kilowatt-hours represent an annual load factor of about 10 
percent. The existing load factor in the market area is in excess of 60 percent and 
the load factor of the load growth in the area during the next 15 years is expected 
to average about 56 percent. Therefore, off-peak energy from other projects in 
the market area would have to be combined with energy produced at Yellowtail 
in order to utilize the Yellowtail capacity to supply average system loads on a 
firm basis. The existing Federal hydroelectric projects in the market area are 
the Fort Peck and Canyon Ferry projects in Montana and four smaller projects 
in Wyoming. It appears that these projects are capable of supplying the 
required off-peak energy. However, it is understood that the Corps of Engineers 
has plans for installing an additional 80,000 kilowatts of generating capacity 
at the Fort Peck project. If such capacity is installed prior to, or concurrent 
with, the construction of Yellowtail, most of the energy which otherwise would 
be available from existing Federal projects to firm up Yellowtail capacity would 
be required to firm up the additional installation at Fort Peck. Under this 
condition the energy available from other Federal projects in the assumed 
market area to firm up Yellowtail capacity would be sufficient to make only three 
units firm. Accordingly, should the additional 80,000 kilowatts be installed at 
Fort Peck, the Commission is of the opinion that the installation at Yellowtail 
should be limited to 3 units of 50,000 kilowatts each, initially, with provision 
being made for the installation of a fourth unit of 50,000 kilowatts. The Com- 
mission does not have sufficient cost data to determine the economic feasibility 
of the project with 3 instead of 4 units installed. A reduction in the project’s 
capacity would affect both project costs and revenues; hence it is our opinion 
that this matter should be given careful consideration. 

An average sale of 180 million kilowatt-hours annually of nonfirm energy is 
assumed in Interior’s report. This type of energy is usually used as fuel- 
replacement energy, which means that it is substituted for energy which could 
he generated by fuel-electric plants. The Yellowtail project would be located 
in an area which is served, for the most part, by hydroelectric developments. The 
only large steam-electric plant in the market area is the 60,000-kilowatt Bird 
plant of the Montana Power Co., located at Billings, Mont. That plant is used 
principally for energy production on the company’s system during critical water 
periods. For example, in 1952 it generated 304 million kilowatt-hours but in 1954 
it was operated in only 2 months during which the generation totaled 17 million 
kilowatt-hours. Nonfirm hydroelectric energy could be utilized to replace gen- 
eration at a number of small fuel-electric plants in the area, but the existing 
hydroelectric plants would be expected to supply substantially all of such replace- 
ment energy. It, therefore, appears unlikely that there would be a market for 
all nonfirm Yellowtail energy, averaging 180 million kilowatt-hours a year at 
market, until such time as a substantial amount of additional fuel-electric 
capacity is installed in the area. Since the Bureau contemplates that this non- 
firm energy could be sold at 3.0 mills per kilowatt-hour it represents a potential 
revenue of $540,000 annually. Failure to realize any substantial portion of this 
revenue could have material effect on the financial feasibility of the project. 

At your request, copies of this letter are being sent to the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Sincerely yours, 
JEROME K. KUYKENDALL, Chairman. 
x 














